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COMWRQLLER GEH;—.RM.. OF THS UI\EYED ST-’&TES
© WASRINGTER, 0.C. m

' B-166506

Tﬁe H@norable Jlm mrlqﬁt - Chairman
Subcommittee on Investigations and Revaew~
Committee on Public Works and

) Transportation '

House of Representatives

Dear M¥r. Chairman:

' As you requested on December 10, 1974, we are reportina
on the procress, and problems of the Environmental Protection
Agency in melementlnq the national water wvellution control '
oermlt Dhmqram.

aAs aqreed to by vuur offlce. we obtained the Agency's
written. comments on - a draft of this report (see aovp. I) and
discussed pertinent sections of thea revort with the water
pallutlon control agencies of the zour States xncluded in
LLour rev1ew. ' :

. "The Agency stated that in general, the report presents
© an accurate assessment of the overall problems which have

. atfected the permit pregram. The Agency also said that 1t
-had recognized the major pcogram 1@aoecuac1as and is
Tcurrently rectifying them throaqh uol;cv cha nqeq and revzsed

.req1onal quxdance._ ,

. ﬂe invite voux attentlon to t}e fact that thls report

contains a recommendation to the Administrator of the

Envirconmental Protection Agency which is set forth on

..page ll. &s you know, section 236 of the:Legislative

Reorqanization Act of 1970 requires the head of a Federal

agency to submit a written statement on actions taken on
our recommendations to the House and Senate Committees on
- Government Operations not later than 60 days after the



 B-168506 .

' date of the report and to the ﬁohse'anc Senate Committees -
. on Appropfiiations with the agemcy's first reguest for

appronrxatxons made more -than &0 days after the date of

-the revort. "We will be in:touch with your office in the

near futuvre to arrange for relaase of the report so that

..the requxrements of section 230 can’ be set in motion,

Comptfoller General
of the United States

-~

pay
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' IMPLEMENTING THE
" WATER POLLUTION CONTROL -

PERMIT

Environmental Protectloq

NATIONAL

PRIGRAM: PROGRESS_
AND PROBLEMS

‘Agency

Althauqh proare:s has been made, the
Environmental Protection Agency faces major
administrative and program problems that need
to be overcome bafore the national water
pollution control permit program can become
the key to cleaning up the Nation's waterways
as 1ntended by the. Congress.

e It is auestlonable whethez all 1ndust£1al and
a majority of municipal dischargers will be
able to construct abatement facilities
necessary to meet water quality requirements
by July 1, 1977, as required by the Federal

. Water Pollutlon Centrcl Act” Amendneﬂts of

1972,

The Subccmmittee may therefora wish te provose
-legislation givine the -Agency the authority to
extend on a case-by-case basis: the July I,
1977, deadline. {See po. 30 and 42.)

©© \ ' STATUS OF PROGRAM AND

ADMINISTRATIVE PROBLEHMS.

As of June 38, 1975, the Agency or the States
had issued vpermits to 36,800 dischargers, or -
- 69 percent of the 33,300 industrial and 19,700
‘municipal acplicants.. The Agency, liowever,
faces an almost impossible task if,

of a U.S. district court

decision,

as a result
it has to

issue  individual permits for an estimated 1.8
- -million animal feedlots, 100,000 stormwater
and a: large hut
~undetermined number of agricultural and.

discharge voinat sources,

silvicultural activities.

(See oo,

4§ o 7.)

GAQ. suggested that the Subcommittes provose
legislation giving the Agencv the authority to
exempt dischargers which have a minimal adverse
imoact on water nuallty from obtaining permits.

{See o, 11.)

. Upon refmoval, the report.

Year Sheet .
cover date should be noted hereon. : i

- RED-76-60



The Kgénéy‘hés”aﬁaa'héd 1imited: helo from the

_ .States--only 27 States hava assumed responsi<
‘bility for the permit oroaram as of December
- 1975«-and has experienced problems in estab-

lishing a comoutar-based system to monitor

dischargers' comvliance: thh Dermxt ccndltlons;

{See pp. 7 t& IU ¥

GAO tecommended~tnat‘the Agency eacourage and
_assist the States in-assuming the verrmit .
program.. The Agency agreed. (See p. 1ll.}

INDUSTRIAL PERMIT PRUGRAM-
FACES MAJOR PROELEMS

The effluent discharge limitations in 50 indus-
. trial permits GAQ reviewed were, for the wmost
.part, not based oa final guidelines setting

~ forth uniform effliuvent limitations for indus-
trial dischargers by category or class as
intended by the Conoress. . The guidelines were
not published in time ton.be used or were not
applicable.. . {See po. 14 to 17,}) . (See avo. II
- for examples of: 1ndLstrlai oetmlts included in
the GAO samole.)

'Lawsaits-“léS as of Juﬁe 30, 1975=- hallenqan
effluent limitations guidelines have required

'i,Agency staff time to prepare defenses of .
.- techmnical issues, taking awav time staff could

.. spend on vreparing quidelines, and may ‘
- -adversely affect the permit orogram and the

o~ likelihood of achieving water quality goals

f*xf some- of the challengés are successful

- (See pp. 18 te 20.)

:Natlanw1de, a&]udlcatarv hearindereauests for-

" modification of 4530 (23 psrcent) of the 2,000

Agency-issued major industrial permit were
vending, as of Seotember 12, 1575. Until the
challenges are resolved. sbatement action for

- those elements in dispute may be delaved. and

~if delayed loang enough, it mav be difficult for
. the discharger .to meet -his permit conditiens
by -July 1, 1877--the.deadline reaquired ov the
1972 anendmer*s.' {See DD 21 to 26.)

Some -industrial dischargers were not adhering
-0 the r abatement schedules., effluent.limita—
vions, o- revarting reguirements. It is too

early Lo tell whether enforcement of industrial

SRR L R
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?F.na. 2@ to. 29. 2

‘po. 31 to. 38.)

.f narmlt condltvons wlll be effectx@e. f(Seé

BERMIT PROGEAN WILL NOT INSURE.
- MUNICIPALITIES® COMPLIANCE WITH
 REQUIRBHENTS R

rhe A@encv estxma;ed ;nat almaat aﬁl ﬁunlcznal
‘permits will need to be either reissued or
‘modified im fiscal vear 1377 uecag g,ci various

' ' -reasonms., (Sea 'po. 31 and’ 32.).

~The Aqency estlmat°d that 56 nercent QE 16 700
municival discharcers nationwide will noe meet
‘water quality requirements by July 1, 1977, as
reguired by the 1972 amerdments. The avall- ‘
‘abilicv of Federal construction grant funds is
the orincival Factor~-not- mermxts~°in getting.
municipalities to construct-or uvgrade waste
water treatment: facilities to abate pollution,’
{See app. . III for examples: of @unlczoal Dermlts
-quluded in the GAQ samsle } -

"~ The. Conqress nxovzded olB bllllOﬁ in Federal
funds to .finance 75 vercent:of the conatruc-
;, tion of publicly owned waste water treatment
facilities for fiscal vears '1873-73, Federal
funding had oroceeded -at a slow pace=--anly
'$6.6 billion had been obligated at Juna 30
1975, and onlv 51 billion -soent--and estimated
- funds neeged te construct facilities=-$342
‘billion-~far exceeded funds orevided. {See

The Aqencv and the Sta;es do rot plan to take
‘enforcement actions agairst municivalities
_who camrnot meet the July.l, 1977, deadline

" because of a lack™ of reder=l fﬁndlhﬂ and,

;_therefore, the nermit as an. enforcement tool

wiscof limited benefit. - Ths Agency has. .
recommended to the Office of Manaaqement and

B Budqef ‘that the deadline be extendhd on &

. case-by-case ba51s. (aee T 4& )

 Tege Shest R R £ 8 &
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ISTRODUCRION.

‘., " In-a December 10, 1374, letter, the Chairman,

T Subcommittes on Investiaations and Review, House Committes

on 2ublic Works and Transoortation, asked us to review the
status and reasonableness of vermits issued by the

Environmental frotection Agency (EPA) and the States under
the dational Pollutant Discharge £limination system {NrDES}

establishbed by the Pederal Water Polﬁutxan Contral Act:

- Amendments of 1372 {33 g.85.C. 1231).

: rEDERALAWATER POLLUTION CONmROL aCl
: ,AMEﬁDME&TS Gge 1372 '

v The 19J2 amendments,declare that the objective of ths
‘Pederal Water Pollution Control Act is te restore and
maintain the chemical, »hysical, and bioiogical inteqrity
of -the Natiomn's waters. To achieve this objective it
established the following magor @oals. velicies, and
,reqnlrements. :

 ‘Goa}s
The qcals aze to-A

-—Ellmlnate by 1985 the dischargé'oi'pollutantsl inze
navigable waters. ' S S .

_ ==Achieve by July 1, 1983, wherever attainable, an
- interim goal of water quality which provides for
. protecting-and propagating fish, shellfish, and
~wildlife and which. DtO"ld°S f0¢ recreat;on in-and-
Son the" water, : ' C :

,Poilc1es
The 661icies are’te:

~~Prohibit d1scharqe of toxic pollutants in toxic
mounts. : e R :

Lrhe amendments define the term. mollutant‘_ss dredged
: _soall, solid waste, - incineration residus; sewager garbage:
gewage sludge; smunitions; chemical wastes, bioleogical
materials; radioactive materials; heat; wrecked or dis-~
_carded eguioment; rock: sand; cellar dirt; and industrial, -
© muanicivaly, - and agricultural waste -discharged into water.

e



—-provide Federal financial assistance’ to comstruct
‘publicly owned waste water treatment works.

‘—~Make a major reséacch‘and‘demoﬁstrétioh effort to
develoo the .technology necessary to eliminate the

discharae of s6llutants. into naviagable waters, waters
of the contiguous zone, and oceans. :

Requirements

The requirements are to:

--aAchieve by Julv 1, 1977, effluent limitations!l for
pOint'sourcész other than oublicly owned treatmeant
works . bv anplvinqﬁthe best‘oracticable‘contzol
technologv currently available as defined by thes

administrator, EPA, or anv more stringent iimitations
necessarv to meet water qualitv standards. )

‘--Achieve bv Julv L. 1983,'effluént?limitations for
point sources- other than oublicly owned treatment

- works by apolving the hest available technoloagy
economicallv achievable as‘deiinedjbv'thé‘
Administrator, EfA. ' A

~—For‘nnblic1v'owned treatment works, aoolv

. 1. Secondary treatment for all facilities aoporoved
© N for construction before June 30, 1974, or in

© . . existencCe On July.l, 1977, or the ‘technoloa¥
' .. necessary to meet more stringent limitations
_established to ‘achieve water quality standards
-+ lor standards that are oart of a schedule of

. _compliance bv Julv 1, 1977. DR

2. . Best nracticable wasteytreatment_techholoavgbv
. July 1, 1983. 4

- Yaccording to the act, restrictions estabiished bv a State
or .the administcrator cn-guantities, rates. and concentra-
tions of chemical, ohysical, biological, and. other
constituents discharged from ooint sources. '

Zpccording to the act, any discernibie, confined, and

diccrete conveyance from wiich oollutants are Or m3v Le

discharged.



Sy

" For- the vurvose of adooting or revising effluent
limitations, the amendments requifed EPA to oublish bv

“-October 18, 1%73, requlations quinq efFluvent limitation

quidelines for ﬂlasses and categories of industrial

‘ dxscharqers. The amendments also reQLlred EPA to publish.

information on secondarv treatment by December 18, 1372,
and on available alternative waste treatment technigues
and systems for publicly owned treatment WOTKC Dy Julv 18,

C 1973,

- The NPDES oezmit oroqram is the means for enforc1nq

’4effluent limitations and inguring that requirements of the

1972 amendmenrts for controlling discharges and complying

~with water quality standards-are met. It is illegal to

discharge ocllutants into the Hation's navigable waters
Without' an NPDES permit. Dischargers are subject to civil

penalties up to $10,000 a day for violations cf permit

conditions. Willful or negligent violations could bring-a

. fine up t0'$25 000 a day and 1 vear in:oriscon for the first

cffense and’“n to $50,000 a day and 2 vears in orison for
subseguent violations.

. EPA én&'Stétes-with,EPA-anproved programs: issue vermits
with fixed terms, not exceeding 5.vears. The permits

. specify effluent limitations, compliance time schedules,

self-monitoring, and revorting reguiréments: Before a

- Federal permit is issued, the:-.State 'in which the discharge

criginates is required to certify that the discharqge wlll

: comply with anpllcabie statutory roqu1rements.

'['.acoyE OF REVIEW

Our review' of the N?DES nerm;t program was conducted
at EPA headqaarters and in reqgions-III and V. We reviewed
120 ‘municipal permits and 50 industrial permits issued to
dischargers in four States-—Delawaze, Pennsylvanla, Illinois,
and Wzscon511.f

We 1nterv1ewed off1c1als ‘at EPA headuuarters in

'ﬂaéhlnqton, D.C.; EPA regional cffices in Chiczgo {reqion Vi
. .and Philadelshia (region III}; and State water ovoilutiocn
~control agencies or departments in Dover, Delaware:

Soringfield. Illinois; -Harrisburg, Pennsylvaniz; and Mad‘soq,'
Wiscensin.  We also contacted and-cbtained information f:om

.29 municivalities or their consulting enaineers and 17
- industrial dischargers and examined pertinent Federal and

State agencies® documents, records, and other literature.
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' sratus oe;eéosaam Aqo asmzs:sraa1;va eaoBLaws

" .As of June 30, 1975, SPA,and»the'States processed znd
issued about .38,800 JPOES wmermits to industrial and municioal
-~dischargers, or 6% vpercent -of the 53,000 dlschatqers who
submitted applications. "An EFA off1c1al told us on July 31
1975, that there was no firm target date for issuing the
remainder of the permits. EPA's volicv was to concentrate
its oermit issuzance effort on major dischargjers. By emoha-
sizing issuing .cermits to major:dischargers, minor dis-
chargers will have less tlme to meet thﬁ Julvy 1, 1377,
deadlnne.

Aithouah'dQ vercent of the ‘apolicants have beemn issued’
‘vermits, EPA faces problems or has had Droolems acm?nlsuerlnq
the- 7£DES vermit orogram because: : oo
. f4A U.5. éist[ict court,tuled'that‘all ocint sources of

- discharge must obtain a bermit, ‘which m2ans an esti=
mated 1.86 million animal’ feedlots, 100,800 storm
water discharge point sou;ces, and a large, but unde-

‘termined,. numbér of agricultural and silviculturail

'act*vi ies: mav - have tO -be 1ssued permits at & co;t

1n excess of $1- bll‘lon.

Cow

--EPA 1as had to retaln most of the admlnlstratlve WOT K=
load ‘in orocessing. ‘issaing, monitoring, and enrcrc1nq
- permits, because oniv 24 .States -as of June. 30, 1975,
had. asssned resvonszbllltv for adﬂlnlsterlnq thn
orcara : - .

'—-EPA was unable, after soendina $2.3 miliior to develoo
" an extensive: comnuter-based system that would ‘keeo
track of and analvze data,.fo deteramineg uhe*her dis-
- chargers were aﬂherlnq to abatement actionus and
“effluent limitations.. . : : :

®
e

 PERMITS ISSUED "f."f

o EPA established a goal of issuing all cermits by
‘Decembar 3, 1974, because thc 1972 amendments orovided -
immunicy £rom orosecution until. that date to anvy discharager
who had applied.for a Dermit but had not been. issuwed one if
the =zoplication had not been administratively comnleted.

lehe cultivation of forest trees.

W



: Howaver. E?% ,tatad in 1t= Jarbh iﬁ?é.&ater Qua‘ltv Strateay
. ‘Paper that since administrative or technical oroblems might
- preclude reachina. this qoal,. nermlt issuance efforts should
~concentrate on major dischargers. aqd on those fo: which a
1e1q;hv abatement sche&ule sa; ezsectnd.

The follawlnq table caﬁnares Derﬁlt ancllcatrons and
.issuances for =major and minot 1ndustr1al and nun1c1oa‘ dlS‘
~charqers as of June: 30, ‘5/3. ” - . .

Major Minor Total
Industrial dischargers: ‘ _ v
Aoollcatlons recelved » 3 138 -30.204 . 33,342
Permits issued: . - _ .
. damber - .’ ! . 2 797., R B 294 28,091
Percent , 89 57 : &3
. Permits unissued: ) , ' _
Number | : - 341 : 12,910 13,251
Percent : o D 8 ‘ 43 ' 40
-Municibal‘discharqefs: -
Aoollﬁatlons recelved 2,930 16,729 19,659
Permits issued: = . R : .
‘Humber T 2,714 13,950 . 16,664
Sl e Percent R 93 ‘ 33 "85
Lol o perwmits unissued: : S y :
S A : Number 218 2,719 12,995
Percent 7 G

R 15

'THOUSANDS OF ADDILIO&%L DIS”&ARuERS MAV
NEED:. PERMITS

: , ‘As a cesult of El rederal district’ court rullna, EZA mav
<. i have to issue: thousands of uerﬂlts to nrev1ouslv exempted
R T dlscharqers.

The U.S. District Court for theé District of Columbia

ruted on March 24, 1975, (Civil Action 1629-73) that zl}l

- point sources must obtain a-vermit under section 402 of the
act and that EPA has. no discretion to exemot classes orc
categories of sources from the NPDES vermit orogram.  In a

~ final . judgment on June 10, 1975, the court ordered that,
within svecified time frames ranaina from 9 to 12 months,
EPA vublish final reanlzticns extsnding the NPDES vermit
orogram to- include all opoint sources in the concentrated
‘animal - feeding overation cateaorv, sevarate. storm:sewer
categorv, aariculture cateaorv (other than concentrated
feedino coerations), and the silviculture category,



“EPA! s'oelicv had been to exennt. from the verwmit oroaram

én estimated 100,000 ooint sources of discharge from seoarate

- gtorm water sewerS. . FPurther EPA.exemnted small dischargers,

',includingfsmall.feedlots, and aaricultural and silvicultural

‘activities which were not considered to be major contributors
~of pollution. Also, a large naumber of vrivatelv owned
- sewage:- treatment olants had not apzlied for vernits.

According to an EFA official, in Mav: 1975 EPA requested
" the Department of Justice to anveal the court's ruling. - As
-0 Septemper 16, 14975, EPA had not been told whether th
Denartment nlanned ‘to aooeal the rullnu.

EPA exemnted from the reauirewment Eor obtalnlnc dis~-
charge permits feedlots havina fewer than sopecified numbers
of animals. For examnle, feedlots which handle. fewer than

-1,000 slaughter steers,and heifers or 10,00 sheeop at one
time were-not required to obtain opermits. EPA justified
this action on the basis that. such feedlots have a minimal
adverse impact on water quality and the cost of orocessina
and issuing oermits to all feedlots would be vrohibitive.

EPA ‘estimated  that about 14,000 of 1.86 million feedliots
_would .be recuired to obtain permits oursuant to its criteria.
EPA also.estimated that the cost of vrocessinag and issuing
vermits to all feedlots would exceed 31 billion. An EPA .

. official :said that EPA Yad no data on the number of
"aqucultural and 511v1cultural 0011t sauzces o: d1=charce.~

EPA off1c1als ‘estimated that. there may be as manv as

'3,100 000 oprivatelv owned- sewage treatmen®t olants, and most

had -not filed apolications: for permits. These treatment

-.olants ‘serve teSldentlal housing:develooments, trailer Dar&s,

commeICLal and manuafacturins enterorises,. and oublic insti-
“tutions. i In a November'24; 1974, memorandum. EPA officials

concluded with resoect to crlvatelv oaﬂed sewaﬂe treatﬂﬂnf
;olants, that:

“The larqe number of ?aC111t1°S means we: have a-.
major nonfiler problem. Substantial EPA and

. State’ resources will .te needed to obtain
aoo‘xca ions Erom and issue permits to such
fac111t1°s, even if ‘we . emplov streamlined

_ technlaues. ' : R R '

“Ihe fac111t1es are’ bv no. means ail small pack-.
'~aqe slants. A oronortion are fairlv larae, -and
.manv. are. clustered arcund urban areas. Good

operation and maintenance of larae and clustered

facilities is essential to avoid adverse iwoact.
on-water gualitv,

e o N



The vast ma}Grltv of these fac111tle are not
_=_~schedu‘ed for revlacement bv a regional fac111tv;
p,They are Dermanent. e-

“The number.and Wature of ex1st1nq facrlltles
' support the conclusion that: there are -thousands
* ‘of néw ones each'yea; which would fall ~into the
category of new sources if we oromuigated new
source performance standards for noncFederallv
funded sewaqe treatment LaCLlltleS.

SLOW “I'ATE ASDUMD‘J.ION OF PERHIT PROGRAH

: _The 1972 amendments state that it ‘is the DOl&CY of the:
}Conqress to recognize, vreserve,. and orotect .the primary
responsibilities and rights of States to prevent, reduce,
~‘ard eliminate water pollution. :The amendments also provide
. that the States could assume the administration of the
‘oermit program sub]ect to EPa - approval. The slow State
assumption has placed burders on EPA 'in D:oces51nq. issuing,
mon?torqu, and enForc1nq nermlts° -

: As of June 30,;1975 EPA. had autnorlzed 24 States-—l
-in flscal vear 1973,. 14 in 1974, and 9 in 1975--to issue
discharge permits. Of the aporoximately 36,800 permits
~issued to: 1ndust;1a1 and. municipal discharagers through

B "June 30, 1275, EPA issued about 23,700, or 64 percent.

"“urther, 14 States with approvéd programs do not have

”{leqlslatlve authority to enforce permits' issued by EPA

,~befoze the States" toock over. the nroaram, ‘and. EPA will have
to en;orce these cermlts.—‘ '

. In addltlon to the 24 States w1th apnroved permit
- programs, EPA had. under final review ‘the proposed prograns .
“of 3 States at June 30, 1975. Most of the remaining 29

".'States and territories were not .expected’ to have approved

permit. proqrams before 1976 because of (1) lack .of interest
.in participation in the program, (2) lack of -statutory

authority, (3} deficisncies in leq1s tlon alreadv enacted,
: jand/oz (4y llWltEG resources. -

-

For examnle, PennsyLvanza; the 'largest State in region
I1I in terms of the number of dischargers, had not-assumed
orogram responsibilitv. as of June 30, 1875. EPA had hooed
~Pennsylvan1a would assume program resnon51b111tv since this
would considerably reduce EPA‘'s workload. However, because
_(l) the State law had penalties less stringent than pro-
vided in the 1972 amendmants.and {(Z) State procedures for
assuring public participation did not conform with EPA
regulations, program responsibility could not be assumed
untll these dlrferences were :esolved. :



o In rtegion v, £8a officials infsormed us that Illinois
In?d not aoolled for the oroaram orimarilv bacause the State
sob]ecus to EPA's continuing r°v1°w al*norltv bELJf° serﬂx‘
lssuanca :

B zPA 1as the prxm:rv resa¢n513111tv for enforvlqa

SPA-issied vermits. in most 3tates, includiqa 3tates with
avoroved. nermit oroarams.  State ‘leaislative adthoritv is
needed before Stzates WLtH aooroved orodrams can enforce
E¢A-issued. vermits. Fourteen atates——pallfozn14, Colorado,
Connecticut,. Dalzware, Georsiz, Xansas. ¥issouri. Jdebraska,
North Dakota, Oregon, South larolina, Vermont, Washinaton,
and Wyomina--do mot have tihis legislative authoritv, ang
EPA will have to enforce the vermits it issued.

Ten States with avoroved orograms--dawaii, Indiana,
-Marvland, Michiagan, Minnesota, Mississiowni, Hontana, Uhio,
Virginia, and Jdisconsin--arz2 either eqfocc1nq or olan to

_ onforce _PA—lasued o2rmits.

- PROEFEMS IN STASLIS&ING HONITORI&G
,CONLROL SYSTEX ’

LPH spent avout 32:32 ﬂllllon. in an un""ccessful
‘attemot to.develon a (lexible comouter—hased system for
tracking and analvzina data,. to determine whether dis-
‘chargers were adﬁnr*na tc vollution abatement actions and
‘effluent llnlta ions  as rﬂqurzed by their dlscharqe DRrMiLs.

\After the major effort to issue as marv vermits as
nossible by December: 31, 1974, vcrogram emohasis in EPA
- snifted from ver=mit issuance. to comoliance. EPA said the
~orimarv objective. of the {PDE3 vermit oroqram in fiscal vear
1976 was to assure that a high vercentage of major dis~
chargers. were in comalizance with their vermit conditions. .-
To ascertain whether dischargers are complving with their
. .mermits, (1) adherencs to - the dermit abatement schedules
. and’ {2) adherence to the effluent limitations generally
must. be monltored : '

: In the WO r2gions lﬂCl”dEu in our ‘review, EPA required.
..dischargers to submis - :

-=a . 0roqress- resart or a writtem notice of comonliance
or noncomolignce with the soecific abatement actions
required by tie dates contained 1n the abatament
schedules and

--a aua;t°r3v reoo:t showing whether dischargers have
monitored and. adnered to etfflvent: limitations for
each outfzll, as contained in the permit.




: ﬂonztor*nq the abatement act ions and adhe:ence to

fﬁetfluent limitations of the 36,800 industrial and municipal
dischargers issued permits as of June 30, 1375, is a larae

undertaking. For examole, on the basis of our sample, the

36,800 discharae vermits could cover as. manv as 76,000
.~ outfalls for/ which separate dischargé monitorina reports.
.would. be regquired quarterlv.’ Further, there is the

oossibility: that many thousands of additional coint sources
mav:have to be wmonitored if EPA is required to issue vermits

' -.to ar estimated 100,000 'private treatwent plants and 1.86

million animal. feedlots.

_ In-June 1972 EPA beqan developing a general
noint-scurce file system which would vrovide a highlv flex-
ible-and i easy~-to-use revortina svstem and whiich would allow

‘users to retrieve desired information on voint sources, such
" as-when: abatement actions are due and whether dischargers are

achieving effluent limitations, without reduiring any special
programing assistance. The system.was desianed to orovide
for standardizing and consolidating voint~source information

" from manvy sebarate and sometimes redundant flles into a .
*51nqle centrallzad data . base. .

The develonment of the sysfem had manv serious nrohlems,

'1nclud1na lost user data, delavs in undating the data base .

with new information, and difficulties in retrieving data.

~“ Because of ‘these oroblems, the EPA regions . lost. confidence .

in the system's ability to orovide the data needed for the

o l»svccessful implementation of the vermit Droqran. The systenm.
‘igwas nhased out in. 1975, :

The cost for develonlnq the svstem totaled aoout >2 32.

Tmllllon, consisting ‘of about $1.5 million for computer time.

used: th'ouqh December 3%, 1974, and about  $822, 000 estlmated
for contracted 3ervices tﬁrouqh March 31, 1975

To evaluate the nroqrnss of the qeﬁeral voint-source

file system, ZPa hired a- management consulting £irm to make

a nanaqenent audlt.» The audit was made during June to
Auqust 1974 : . s o : :

"In an Aur_}ust_ZB, 1374, report, this firm concluded that:

~*Iheusvs*?m did~not.currentlv suooort its users' needs.

Lo ==Tt was doubtful whether cur:eqtlv cowtractpd develoo—
© - ment efforts would succeed in rectifving. this fallute.

~—Eallures were nrlmarlly attributable to a lack of
‘management control. the absence of clear system:

s



~ ob}ectlves teflectzuﬁ EPA s criorlt? oi neédv. and
“a lack of senior management uneerstandlnq af tne
“‘system develonment DLOCeSS, -

2n EPA off1c131 told us that EPA had taken cerga1n<
actxeqs to insure that thes nroblems -encountered in the devel-
opment  and. operation of the general point~source.file system
“would not recur. ' EPA opublished an administrative order in

.A“~Anr11 1974 and issued a manual in March 1975 setting forth

policies and orocedures- Eer acuulzlnq agd u51nq electzanxc
: &ata ezc*essan.

" Late in 1974 EPA develoned a comnuter based nermit
compiiance- svstem to orovide EPA regional - offices with
‘monthly listings of all abatement schedule reports and
self-monitoring discharge reoorts that should be received
from vermit holders during the coming month. The system does
‘not show whether dischargers are or arce not -in comoliance
with required abatement actions or effluent limitations.

: "Aﬁ,EPaaofficiél‘descrihedfthe system as an automated
ticklerl file which could easilv be expanded to accommodate

"~ other tasksas needed. He said the-design was based on

- another ‘system being used by EPA- for the air oollution
- abatement program and was chosen because -of low 1n1t1a1 and
malntenance costs and SllelCltV of ozeraglon.

EPA estimated that deweloolnq and. implementing the
‘_svsten ‘will cost ab@ut $75,000 and that overating and main-.
“tenance costs will total about $75,00% annually if all 10 .

'15 _req1ons used ‘it. The data base. for the perm.t comoliance-

‘system was created- from 1n£ormatlon s;ored in the qeweral

'-;‘pOlnt-source flle sys;em.

. restlnq of *he systew had beon satlsfactorllv cowoleted
. and" four regional offlces, including. rediocns III and ¥, had
accepted and were operating the system at, June 30 1875,
according to an EPA official. The other six regional offices

" had estahlished their o6wn computer or fmanual system althouab

" some regions.had expressed interest in Using the dermit com-~
pliance system. . The EPA official als> stated that additional

" features, such as regional comments and description édata-

about dischargers, would be added to the system during the
..next year and this coulc 1nfluence aﬁoth three reqions
T EQ o use it : -

1pn file showing when certain actions are due. .

10:
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= ffucﬁCLUaIOL 5

e EPA faced & 30numenta£ task in processing and issuine
oermits to the 33,300 industrisl and 19,700 ﬂUDXuIDal
‘dlseharqe:s reauired- to obtain vermits under the NPDE
permit oroqrawm. EPA faces an . almost imomossible task. if it
e . has to issue oermits to the eStimated 1.3 million animal
<« i feedlots, 100,080 storm water dlscnazqo'nolnt sources, and
S “indeterminate number of aqzlcultural and qllvxpuarural
act1v=t1es.,- -

EPA has had to retain most of the administrative work
lozd in orocessing, issuing, monitoring,. and enforcing
vermits because it has had limited. help from the States.

~Further, EPA ewverienced ‘vroblems in establishina a svstem
“to:monitor dxscharqers cozsliance.with permit conditicons..

:RECOHHLNDALION TO PdE ADMI&IbTRAPOR EPA

He’ recommenc tnat. to. reduce the administrative work-
load on EPA in vrocessing; issuina, wmonitorinag, and enforc-
“ing ocermits, the Administrator of EPA _ - o
" =—encourage States’ ‘assumotion of the NPDES oermit
program and - ' ' -

--work with the States to resolve differences between
State laws and Federal recuirements to facilitate
States' assuming the orogram and enforcina EPA-issued
permits. - ' ' S

5,

AGESCY COMMENTS

EPA told us on December 30, 1975, that it concurred
inour recommendation. {See avo. I.) EPA also said that
27 'States have now assumed the NPDES vefmit oroaram and that
.o itrwould continue to invite and ‘heln otnar Statas becore
w0 eligible to assyzma the oroGranm. ,

MAQ;ER‘:OR;CONbIDERATION BY THE bUBCOMMITTEB. 

The Subcommthee may wish to propose amending sectlon
402 of the Federal Water Pollution Control Act to give
. EPA the authority to exempt certain categories or classes
of dischargers having a minimal adverse 1mpact on water
'qualxty v

11 ’ i DRI



CHASTER 3

- INDUSTRIAL PERMIT PROGRAM FACES MAJOR PROBLEMS

The Congress intended. {S. Rept. 92-123&,. Sewt. 28, 1972)
that each industrial discharger achieve uniform effluent
limitations by July 1, 1977, or more stringent reguirements
where necessary aad thal the dermits issued under the dPDES
‘oroaram would be used for requiring abatement ‘actions, for
- monitoring vrogress, and for takina enforcement action
against violators. Under the opregram industrial dischargers
have. been and. are making some vrogress: to abate water pollu-
tion. However, the industrial vermits issued under the
program were not, for the most part, based on uniform
effluent limitations as intended by the Condress,. and many
"major oroblems need to be overcome before the program can
fvnctlon effect;velv.

Challenqes Lo effluent limitation quidelines and permit

. conditions are c»u1sing EPA program vroblems. From March

1974 to June 30, 1975, industrial»discharqers_and trade
associations filed about 145 lawsuits challenging 28 of the
- -46 effluent limitation guidelines that had been published.
.- EPA advised us that its-staff resvonsible for preparing.

~thé guidelines svent over one-half of its time oOn matters
related: to vreparing defenses of technical isSues ‘involved
in the challenges._ Thils has been  a: continuing, severe drain

*Q; on:- the time .staff could svend on preparing gquidelines.

, Nationwide EPA, as of Seotember 12, 1375, had received
~ reguests for adjudicatorv -hearings-~a protracted and comolex.

_process--from orivate companies for modlflcatlons to 1,470

EPA-issued vermits, including 665 major overmits. Few

“-‘réqueSES‘had goneé to -adjudicatorv hearing although about 200

“ major ‘industrial permits ha% been resolved and a hearing was
no: longer required. . Adjudicatorv-hearing reauésts for 450

- {23 pvercent). of the aoprogimately 2,080 EPA-issued major
industrial permits were oending. Until the challeraes are
‘resolved, -dbatement action for those elements of the verwmit
.. 'in. dispute may be delaved, and- if delaved lorg enough, it
.-may be difficult for the discharger to meet his vermit

s reguirements by July 1, 1“77-“tbe deadllre :acu1red bv the
"1972 amsndments. . :

7 EPA was also exanrlcrc1nq some Drooiens in admlnlsterlnq
the Droqram necause :

,-—l 756 . zndustrzal Derm‘ttees in the auarte: ended
Aoril 30, 1975, had not adhered to their abatement |

12



3 "_YPROuRESS I BEING 2 ADE

'sédéduiééibf:Ha&vﬁet"éﬁbmitted fééui:ed orogress
reoorts whxch :eouzre actlon on the nart of EPA and

‘li——staff was used orxmarllv tc 1ssue u&!Mlta nefo:e
fiscal vear 1976 and efforts to" enforce nermlt
conal*zons ﬁa& been lzmxted .

As Of June 30 19?5 FPA and the S*ates Haﬁ lasued

m}f2 797 permits to major industrial dischargers, or 89 percent .

of "the 3,138 anpllcattons ‘received. and 17,294 pvermits to
minor’ 1ndustrfal dischatgers; or 57 percent of the 30,204
Dnlzcatlons received. As of the same date, region III had

"issued 352 permits to major industrial discharqers, or 65

percent of‘the 544 applications received, and 1,444 vermits

:w'to,minor'iudustrialidischa:qers, or 36 betcent of the 3,967

apblications received. . Region V had issuel. 394 vermits to

" major -dischargers,. ¢r 84 vercent of the ‘471 aoolications
ff,recelved, and 4,782 to minor alscharqers, o 85 perbent of
T the 5 657 aoplicctlons recelved.

stcu551ons w1th various zndustrles 1nc1uaed 1n our

i sample of 50 industrial nermits show that progress - is belnq_
' made as-001nted out 1n the follow1nq examcles.'

e T ,A oapar company is. SQendlnq apozoxlmately 58

‘million to construct’a treatment LaclllLV capable
' ‘of-handling. 24 millicn gallons a day- of "discharge
© ' from three-of its oplants. HMost:.of the major con-
. .struction. work is.completed, and the faciiity iz
" expected to be operational in March 1976. This
same  comDany is -alsec starting construction:on:a-
'$4 million secondary treatment facilitv, for -
.. another wlant, which'is scheduled to be opera- -
.. tional befere Julv.1977.  These actions are being
i taken becaase oF MPDES permit reguirements.
2. BEn oft1c1a1 cf a large ‘chemical comopanvy told us
.-, that it had svent over $2 million on vollution
" control dating back to before the NPDES orogram.
‘It is. currently constructing a-treatment facility
- which is expected to be.completed in 1875.. This
- facility is needed to meet its: oerﬁlt effluent
llmlbatxon reaulraments.m

3. Another.oaoer companv_whlch is currently meeting .
_its permit effluent limitation recuirements is
going to start-construction in February 1876 on
a.complete waste water recycle system which is

S
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- exvected to be overational bv Julv 1377. Accordiag

o to a cumpany official, this should enable it to .
meet the 1883 ba:t avallable treatmewt reﬂulrements
by July 1877. ,

S rINAL EFFLUENT LIMITATION. GUIDELINES %02
[_;AVAIL%ELB OR APPLLCABLE '

Bv July 1, 1377, 1ndustrxa1 dlscﬁarqers are te apoly |
the best practicable control. technology currently availablel
as defined by EPA in effluent limitation auldellaes. The
"~ exceotions are those cases- where State effluent limitations

. or water quality staidards are more stringent. The 1%72

zmendments reguired EPA to develop and publish by October 18,
1973, effluent limitations by category of industrial dis-~
chargers of 'mollutants. EPA, however, did not oublish the
guidelines for the first.industrial category until Januarv
‘1974 and as; of October 28, 1975, had not established esti-
mated oubllcatxon dates for all. remainzqq industrial .

B caueqorles.‘ , .

In our report to - the Subcommxutee on Envzron¢ental
Pollution, Senate Committee on Public Works, entitled
*Implementation of Federal Water Pollution Control Act
Amendzénts of 1972 is Slow" (B-166506, December 20, 1974),
‘we stated that delaved oublication of the guidelines did not
seriously affect the number of industrial ocermits: issued.
when final guidelines were not available, permits were
-~ issued on the basis of interim guidancel and/or individual
..assessments of the pvermit apvlicants' dischargses. Permits
- issued in this manner, however, do not insure uniformity of

effluent -limitations by 1ndustr1al cateqo:v as.: 1nfenaed bw
‘*the Congress. : . : :

JfQulkccordlnq to EPA, this is technoloqv that takes into

.- ~account’ such factors as age of equipment, facilities
' involved, oprocess emploved and process chanass, engineering
~ aspects of control technigues, environmental imozct aoart
" from water gquality including enerqgy requirements, and the
. 'balance between total cost and effluent reduction benefits.

ZEPA‘hadvdevelooed interim. effluent instructicons which were
. -apolicable to maior dischargers in 21 industrial categories
‘and had determined that oermits could be issued on. the:
- basis of the interim instru-tions if the instructions were
. thorough enough to insure that o2rmits would not be
inconsistent with ltmltablons subseauently issued.
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C ... The Congress intended ‘that EPA establish uniform
‘effiuent limitations for industrial dischafgers by cateaorv
" or class to insure that similar dischargers with similar .
characteristics, reqgardless of their location or the nature
of-the water into-which the discharc=s is made, will meet
similar effluent limitations. The exception is those cases
in.which State effluent Ylimitati as or water caalltv '
'standards are more stfznqent.

'In_our sample of 54 permits covering 263 oollutants,
limitations-for 95 poilutants were based on State-imposed
..effluent limitations or water gquality standards and 11 were
. based on, final effluent limitatich guidelines. Limitations

for the remaining 157 pollutants were not based on final
effluent limitation quidelines because the guidelines wera
not promulqated at the time the permits were 3issued or, if
‘premulgated,; were not apollcable to the tyne aE Drocess the
. company ‘used.

: As a result, EPA. and the States Haé to neqotiate'
effluent limitations with dischargers on the folluwing bases.

Number of

- poliutants
_ . EPA-proposed gquidelines - T “,»‘ 2%
o EPA interim guidance . : - .12
. .EPA national policy- nrcnouncements T8
-_Regional office standards and best : '
A professaonal judgment 51
 Permittee's ability to meet more . : S
“strlngent Iimitations : 5
-Total 157

: Permlts 1ssued on tqe above bases may contaln ezfluent
limitations more or less stringent than best practicable
'control tecnqology ‘as- aef¢ned 1n‘"PA s finmal gquidelines.

< . For exampl 3 of the oermx*s anluded in our review -
conualned efflue1t limitations for 14 pellutants that were
more restrictive -than those reguired by the final guide-~
lines. . Two of ‘the three dischargers-appedled their permit
‘conditions and asked that tha effluent limitations Le .
i based on the-final guidelina2c.. One of Lhe two dischargers,
‘a mator .oil company, -was issued a S5-year pefmit based on
proposed effluent limitation guldel;nes for the vpetroleum
‘point-source category .in Hay 1974, In Juneg 1%74 the
~‘discharger apovealed the effluenrt limitations in the. permit
because- final guidelines, oublished & days after iz3uance
.of the permit, contained less stringent limitatinons.
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 Subsequently, amendments to the final quidelines, which
. for the most part were less stringeat as avolied to' this
© company, were orcoosed in October 1974 and promulgated -in
May: 1975, EPA, the State; and the discharger agreed to
. modify the permit on the basis of the effluent limitations
~contained in the proposed amenamenfs of O;tober 1974,
~.(See app. II. ®b. 48 ) .

BPA S Dolzcv was to not automatlcallv modlfy Dermlts

that were issued before effluent limitation quidelines were

promulgated. EPA cfficials told us that it ovoposed modi-
fving, on a regular basis, permits issued before final

- effluent limitation gquidelineés had been promulgated because
. industrial dischargers would not proceed with implementing
permit conditions under the: threat of changing requirements
and direction. - EPA, in commenting on our report tc the .
‘Senate Subcommlttee on Environmental follution, stated that
in -most cases such permits contalned effluent limitations
either equivalent to or more stzlngnrt than those nrescrlsed
‘in the flnal guldellnes.A . -

, EPA concentrated on develcplnq effluent limitation

. guzdellnes for the 27 industrial categories identified in
section 306 of the act as the worst sources of water pollu-
tion. To cover the industries with the most extreme pollu-.

tion problems first, EPA decided to issue guidelines for the ~

"27 industrial categories in two phases~--30 subcategories to
. be.covered in the first phase and 21 in the second. EPA

- then planned to develon: qguidelines for additionsal
industrial categories. -All. flrst-nhase quldellaes had been
“D:omulqated by October 1974 ‘ :

, Durlnq tne cerlod from Janua:y 3 1975 to October 28,
1975 EPA. published 16 second-phase quidelines; however, 8

" ‘were published as interim guidelines without the benefit

“of vrior public provosal.or formal comment period. A&Also,
EPA had published siz gquidelines, inclimding thrze inzerim
,guidelines, for tne adcl*lowal 1naustr1al cateaozles.

EPA expected to nubllsh 13 other interim qnldellnes-—i
‘second-phase: categories and 10 additional industrial
categories—--by December 1875. It set target dates, .
extending tc the:latter part of 1976, f£or the publication
of final guldellﬂes to replace. the interim gquidelines ror
the 11 second-phase categories. and for & of the 13
additional industrial categories.

EPA had not established target dates for (1) the

publication of either interim or £final quidelines for the
two remaining second-phase categories and nine remaining

16
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additional cateqories or (2) the reolacement of the seven
{remalnan interim guidelines Wlth final quldellnes.

. EPA has att:zbuted nroblems in develoalnq;the
second-vhase gquidelines and guidelines for additional
industrial cateqcries to

--a contlnued shortaqe of auallfleo oersonnel

--dxfflcultles in ontalnlnq adrquate 1nf0rmat10n on -the
. 1nduatrla1 catertles,

--—lee consumed in defeﬂdlnq challenqes to oubllshed
quldellnes, - ,

.==the need to correct def1c1enc1es and :ev*se some:
cnbllshed guidelines, and

_--the‘peed to strengthen the,data'base for quideline
’limitations and reexamine seécond-phase. guidelines
late in the vprocess of development as- . a result of

" the challenqes.

Efflaent llmltatlon qu1dellnes
“not. anpllcable

i In our aamcle of 50: nermlts- proposed or final effluent

:f;lmitatlon quidelines which were available could not be
-applied to 13 permits because the quidelines were not

'{ ‘aunl1cable to the particular product manufactured or the

. type of industrial vrocess used by the company. - For

exanmple, for four permits issued. in-Wisconsin *o paper mills;

i the limitations woare based on EPA interim quidance and State
-’ regulations because the paver mills covered by these permits
oroduced different products or used different. orocesses: than
t-those covered _in. the-propesed or flnal quxdellqaa.

HlsconSLn off1c1ala told us that flnal EPA quldellnes

f‘f'lsSLeo for this category aorclied to- only 4 of th
",_aouroxxnatelv 50 paper mllls -in ‘the State..

~'Tox1c eff luent standards

B "In addition to. requiriﬁq EPA to oublish éf?luent timi-
- tations guidelines, the 1972 amendments required EPA to
publish a. list of toxic sebstances by Januarv 13, 1973, and

[to propose ‘toxic effluent standards by July 18,1973, ~Final

- standards were tc be opublished as soon as possible. after a
“public’ hearing on the pronosed toxic standards unless a.

" modification of the oroposed standard was justified on the
~basis of PVldence Drcsen*ed at the hearing.
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EPA ozoaosed efflnenk standarcs for nlne tox‘c

~A.fsubstances in-December 13/3, but they wére not published as =
- final ‘standards ‘because the toxlc_llmlts could not be:

- adequately supported. -An EPA officiasl told us that EPA hag
hbeen develoving toxic limits on the basis of an exvanded
' ddta base and was considering the technical achievability
and economicimobact -‘of toxic standards. .The EPA official .
".said revised effluent -standards would be provosed beginning
. December 1973 and final publication of toxic effluent
‘'standards was expected in the latter vpart of 1976.

EEFLUENT'LIEITATIONVGﬁIDELINES-CHALLENGED

From March 1974 to June 30, 1975, '1nduétz1a¥.dls—

chargers and trade associations had filed azbout 145 1awsu1ts'

challenging the validitv of EPA's effluent limpitation quide-
‘lines.. Thess 1awsu1ts covered 28 of the 46 effluent iimita-
tion guidelines that had been published. An additional 20
‘lawsuits had been filed challenging wverformance and
cretreatment standaras for new 001nt-sourcel dlscnarqes.,

- Altnouqawnume:ous:1nd1v;dual lawsu1tsghaa been flleo,

‘almost all challenges against effluent limitation guidelines .

. and néw source performance standards.had been . consolidated
“by ‘industrial cateqorv or subcateqorV'so that, with few

‘rﬁexceotions, only. one case. ver cateqgorv er subrateqorv vould

be trled 1n tne U 5. cou:ts of aspeals. .
Ma3or 2zgurﬁents ralsed bv De*ltloners 1n the sults -
‘1ncluded' ; : o , .

-ik~-Tne .S. courts of anoeals dld not have jurlsﬁ1ct10r
-~ to d rectlv review the qu1del;ne= for =existing oplants
andlawsuits for each individual challe'las should

origindte in the . U.S. district courts under the
AGmlPl Eatlve Procedure. act {3 t. S C.A701 et sea.l.

-—A range of leltatlon values for a ool‘L taat sh
be used in the quldellnes ratﬁer than a, ai"11€
as a tlrﬁ stanéard._, o

zld
lue

m L..

1a new ooint source is a oollutant discharaine facilitv
whose construction is started after the publication of
orovosed pverformance’ standards for controllina nollutants
which will be apolicable to that source. The standard is
to reflect the qgreatest deqree of effluent reduction
“achievable throuah the apolication of Dest available
demonstrated technoloqv..

"18.
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5;EPAfuseduihanofcoriate methbddlda?”and,inadecuate
data bases which resulted in unreasonable effluent
11m1tat101 quldellnes. : “ .

~-Tne cost of. zeaulred technolaqv was not adeouatelvw
con51dered : : . . :

As of June 30, 1975 4 cases involvina minor issues,
“according to EPA, had been settled out of court " in favor of
the dischargers, 7 had been tried with 1 court decision
rentered against EfA, 1 case was dismissed, and 26 were
pendinqg.. Also 10 .eases challenginag pretreatment standards
for. new sources had been staved vendina promulgztion of -
- pretreatment standards for existing sources.

- The first court decision was rendered on Mav 5, 1975,
by the U.S. Court of Aopeals for the Eighth Circuit (Nos.
74-1447, 74-1448, and 74-1445%) on a case relating to EPA

"regulatlons for the “Corn Wet Milling Subcategorwv" of the

“Grain Mills P01nt Source Cateqory. The  court ruleﬁ*that:

. --It could nat clrecle review the quldellnes for

" existing. olants and actordingly dismissed the
vetitions with respect to. them; however, they are
rev1pwab10 ln the U.S. district. courts.

--Sufficient‘doubt was cast on the achievabilitylof

standards for. new scurces to cause the .court to reject

these standards. [ The court . instructed EPA to either
.\, 'furnish suovoort for the new scurce standards orevi-
"ouslv ovublished or establish new ones which can be
vachieved with the best available ‘demenstrated
technology. The court also 1ns+ructed EPA to develchD
- adegunate projected. cavital and oaeratvnq costs for
1mnlement1nq the stardaras.

'—-The pretrea*ﬁeqt scandafds for new ovoint sources are
too vague and uncertain. . The court remanded thess
standards for EPA*s reconsideration nd amendment.

‘ : o
Impact of litigaticn

EPA has stated that the challenges of the guidelines
“haveée beenia continuing, severe drain on the time of the
"personnelv.involved: in ‘the oreparation of quidelines. The
~Director of EPA‘s Effluent Guidelines Division estimated
that for several months, more than one-half of his staff's
_-time had been svent on matters related . to the preoaration
of defenses of techniczal issues involved in the chalienaes.
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. The challenges have also caused EfA to strengthen the
data base for some quidelines and reexamine draft quidelines.
“late in the process of develonment and have delaved the
~flssuance of. addltxonai quidelines-

EP3 ofF1c1als believe that :eauxtxﬂc challenaes to be
tried in the (.3. district courts and:the quidelines to
include a range of effluent limitations for sollutants
would adversely affect the permit program an& the . llkellhood
- of meet1 a watef ﬂ"alztv ccals because-

:--Reculrinq g.S. dlstrlct courts o tiy a large number
of ‘individual quideline challenaes would increase the
Government's workload in defending the indivicdaal
lawsuits and would slow the final decisions on

: challenqes and anv required oermit revisions.

—-Requzrlnq a :anqe of eftluent llmltatIGHS be estab-
lished for vollutants’ would result in time~consuminag
revisions of many guideliiies and vressure bv indus-
trial dischargers for the incorporation of the least
stringent: limitations in their oermits which would
slow pollution aba-ement and coula reduce water
qualltv i

) An EPA official szid, with respect to-the challenges
- of EPA quideline develooment methodology, that .no technical
. quidelines or standards could be developed without soms
“¢challenges. .Although these challenges will result in EPA
_-having to revise some guidelines and permits, thev will have
;‘only a‘minimal lonq—term:imnact on - water QUalitv.,

. “EPA oollcv calls for llmztlna oermlt revzslons follow-.
“ing successful challenqes of effluent cuidelines. In a
December 1974 mémorandum, the EPA Assistant Administrator

'.tfoz Enforcement and General Counsel advlsea tnn,reQLOral

administraters that they mav grant a 4i scharger's reguest
for vermit revision 1if. faollowing’ Dromulqation of a
" court~modified effluent quideline, the discharger can

- ‘demonstrate tnat it has permit reauirements based. on

effivent quideline requirements subsequentlv modified bv

. coprt order: The Assistant Administrator empiaasized that
_this vermit revision oolicy did not apzly to permit '
effluent limitations based on effluent guidance considera—
tions, oroovosed effluent suigdelines, water guality standards,
or any other recuitements.other than a oromulgated effluent
-quideline. e o :
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CHALLE&bES TO PhRMIi CONDILEON;

, EPA faces jlffacuxt orob ems in- resolvan challenqes f
to: permit: cond1t10ns—-e;aec1ally challenqges by major

:ﬁdlscharqers. Nationwide, EPA, as of Seotember 12, 1975,

had received adjudicatory hearing -requests. from orivate
comnanies for modifications to 1,470 EPA-issued discharge
permits-—-665"major vermits and 805 minor . permits. . Adjudi-

L—catorv hearing reguests from mun1c1pa11t1es totaled 151. -
- As of Seotember 12, 1%753, 235 permits had been settled

of .whizsh about 30, according to an EPA official, had gone
through the, K adjudicatory hearing obrocess which was oro-
tracted and complex.. EPA headguarters .did not compl‘e

.data on challenges to etate—lssued Dermlts.

EPA denied the ad}udlcatorv hearan requests of 10%

of the 865 major industrial permittees and settled the .

requests of 109. Adjudicatcry hearing reguests of about
450 'maior: 1ndustrlal permitcses, or- 23 percent of the 2,000
EPA-issued major- industrial vermits, were pending at

' September 12, 1975. Until the challenges ‘zre resolved,
VEPA»cannot'enforgerthe contested permit conditions. There-
fore, abatement action on contested permit conditions mav

be- dela?ed. and: if delaved long enough, it may be difficult

-+ for. the: dl:charger to meet his vermit conditions by Julv 1
','lQ??—-the eeadllne reaulred by the 19?2 amendments.

Headquatters'ofELCLals told us that,althouqh EPA' had

iihotitébulaued the®-issues- involved or the freguency of the’
.© issues; 1neustL1a1 dlschargers are’ challenqlng nernlt
) cond1t10ns because : . :

‘7—-the flnal effluent llmltatlon quldellnea d10 not
aooly to thelr nlant, : R T !

T‘—foermlt COﬂdlthPS were hdreasonéble,
-—uermlt llﬁltatlons based on- atate-lﬂoosed Qtanda:ds
were unzeallsglc and ﬂould 1ot bg acnlevcd and
——State thérmal efﬁ;uent_llmltations for steam :
electrig-power-generating olants were more stringent
than EPA effluent limitations.

For example, of 335 major. dischargers in the electric

'Dowetnlant cateqorv,‘lll-~33 percent—--had regquested

adjudicatory hearinas as of Augqust 1, 1975. In addltion,‘

22 minor dischargers had-reguested hearings. EPA

officials. told us that about 60 of these plants were .
challenging thermal limitations based on State water quality

k) ;standa:as contalqed in tbelr oermlts.
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L Rn addltlona¢ 243 ma1or aﬁd mxnoz -
*"electxlc—nowe:—qenezatlna vlants had reaues*ed elther tlme

‘" for making thermal discharge studies or less stringent

thermal ‘limitations oursuant to section 316a of the act;

ifﬁ,sécticn 316a authorized EPA or the States to imoose less
.- stringent limitations if the plants could demonstrate that

~ their thermal. effluents would not harm aauatlc lLEe°

1{flRev1eu of challenqes in the reclons“ '

v In the 2 EPA reqxons (III and V) 1ncluded in’our review,
about 270 of 814 major industrial dischargers, or 33 opercent,

“'requested adjudicatorv hearings before their oermits were -

finalized or after they were: issued.  These dischargers are
ranked .among. the Hation's largest firms and account for a
. large portion of the water pollution in the regions, which
. increases tne need to resolve these challenqes in a tlnelv

. manner.

Reglon v

3 In tegion V we identified 168 major industrial dis-
~ chargers who had requested a review of their EPA or
,1btatn—1ssued pormlt through the hearlnq process.-

: o , rotal ‘major | Adjudlcatorv hearlnqs

. State. - - dischargers : Requested Percent
| Illinois - @83 S 36 43
.+ Indiama- - . L0860 <34 61
“# Michigan: . R CX26 . S 3 2
" Minnesota (note a) = 32 S 16 - 14
~Ohio {not=.a) coo- 109 0 o B3 49.
"WLs¢0351n L - - R 26 S 40

CTotal - 4m 168 - 36

aIn Mxnnescta ‘and Ohig, ad]udluatorv hearlqas are reguested
-before permits are issued. Inernfore, no part of the
vermit. is effective until sfter the hearlna is resolved.
. : i
; .. As-of March 1375 manv cf *hese ‘cases were still
pending, Some of the hearings have been scheduled for as
late as Hovember: 1375 and if scme of these comuanies take
their avveals throudsh the:court svstem, the delavs could
be considerably lénger. S

In our samole of 30 industrial vermits in Illinois and

Wisconsin, 1l vermittees had requested an adjudicatorwv
hearing. Three of these reaquests were resolved before
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~ reaching the hearing stage, one.was denied; and seven were

o still vending.  All but one of these requests were from

'”,-ma}Ot dlschargers and were for a- varletv of reasons. - for
example*_ : :

==A ‘paper. mlll challenqea the efflLent 11ﬂ1tat10ns.
- monitoring requirements, and EPA's definition of
" best practlcable treatment .

--—A power company cballenqed chlorzne limits, the -
chlorinaticen procedure, angd the schedule of
comnllance Eor chlorlne reductlon.

" Our _sample - 11c1uded two permits that were being aonealed'
_ because Illinois. and EPA:effluent limitations were included
--'in- the sam2 permit. Illinois water pollution control requla-
tions are generally stricter than EPA final effluent
" 'limitation quidelines and are based on concentration limits.
_EPA's llmlts are based on welght.

In these cases the discharger must meet the more

. stringent limitation. . For example, one company had a daily

average BOD ! limit of 20 milligrams a liter based on State
regulations and 2,520 pounds of BUD a day based on EPA

- quidelines. . The State concentration limit converts to 667
 pounds a day, on the basis of the dlschatqéf s expected

. flow of 4. million gzllons a day which is 3.8 times more
restrictive than best prdcticable treatment reguirements.

i Theulxm;t,becomes even more restrictive if the company
 practices water conservation and reduces its flow. For

“example, if the company.reduces. its water consumption to 3 -

. million'gallons a @éay, the State standards become 5 times ™

S more restrlctlve than. best nractlcable treatment. (See
apn._II, D. :3 ) '

Region;xzr :

. ‘In region III; 174 1ndustr1a1 nermlts were appealed

as of April 36, 1975 including 102 major - industrial dis~-
chargers, or 31 percent of the 331 major permits EPA v -

.‘1ssued. EPA issued most of the permits in region IXL. :

" The ‘following . table summarizes the appeals bv ma)or

;ndustrlal dlschargera by State.

"~15eé app. IV.
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.. Total . Adjudicatory
major cermits. .. hearinas:

wiState”:'” ',':r‘(EPQ 1esu=d) = reauested : percent
eennsylvania = S 122 R "‘:-f 59 N - 48
Harviand - S 28 e T ) © 4
Belaware . - o 0 F e L2 © 29
Virginia - 0 7088 ooel2 - 14
- West Virginia . = . 88 .- 28 0 32
Washington, B.C. 0 o U -
Teral o . w2 3

: Of the 174 industrial permits aopealed as of Aoril 30,
1975, 32 have been settled; 23 were closed, withdrawn, or

- denied; and ¥ were resolved without a formal hearing. At
‘the: time of our review in June 1975 no avneals had reached"
-the level of an’adjudicatory hearing.. Region III has
experienced delays in resolving requests for adjudicatorv
hearings. -Some of the delaya wére inherent -in the amount
of paverwork involved in r°v1ew1nq the baSLS of ‘the vermit -

- angd the 1ssuns of - the anoeal._

: in our Sanble of . 20 1ndustrla1 bermics in Pvnnsvlvanla.
and- Delawa:e, 4. permlttees had requested an adjudicatorv

-jheazlnq. Ba31callv three of the vermittees were reacuesting

‘ ‘;fazmal hearinag; however,. the region has directed the

_that their permits be based on final effluent qu1de11neb

_ rathér -than on. interim or oroposed qu1d=11nes which were
more stringent. In one case the permitte¢ was challengina
the State-imposed Bffluent limits. Reqgion III ‘officials

~ believe that three requests-can be settled without a i
-~ permittee challenging State-imoosed llmltatlons to resolva'
"these issues w1th the b*ate.-‘ :

4 At our request req10n III off1c1als ot0v1ded us w1th
WO examples in which major industrial dlSChaEQExS
‘“resoonsible for most of the pollution in.a river segment--
‘the Kanawha: River, West Virginia, and the Mononsahela
River, Pennsylvania--aovealed their effluent limitations
“that were based on water-.quality standards. .Abaueﬂent
-actions will be unlikelv until che aobpeals are resolved.

The Kanawha River--Sewven major chemical olants and

"‘aone major municinal -facility, which treats mostlwv chemical

combany wastes, located along.a 32-mile seament of the
river appealed their wermi*s. Three of the seven plants .
were operated bv- one corporation-and two were ovsrated by
another cotroocation. According to a reagion III official,
"discharges from these seven plants accounted for 30 to 99
-vercent of the oollution load in that oortion of the river.
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appeals for the four vlants contain 376 issues including
-the legalitv.of the requlatigns under which EPA issued

rlA mogel that determlnes the deqree of effluent limitations

' Each discharger had joined in the other dischargers

fanoeals, and there were. numrerous asvects of esdch permit
~being challenged or: questlonedn. One of the appeals con-

tained 32 issues. However, -all these dischargers -aovealed

- the limit on the amount of oxvaen—demandlnq wastes thev

would be allowed ‘to discharge by. Julv 1, 1977, and that

““was the- major oclnt of contentlon accordlna to. region III
'offlcxals., S .

. Accordlng to EPA, the ‘Iow of the Kanawﬁa is inter-

'tuntea by a series of dams, the river is sluqq13n and a low
~level of dissolved oxygen is the major problem.

,Reqioﬁ III'offiéials-set the effluent limitations for
oxygen—demanding wastes on the basis of a waste load allo-.
cation modell developed by EPA.. The chemical plants were

‘required to achieve by Julv 1, 1977, a level of treatment

between bestoracticable treatment and treatment based on.
best available technoloqgy, which is not requred unt1l

. July 1, 1983.

EPA off1c1als also told us that the chen1Ca1 Dlants

. have ‘made progress..over the past several vears "in- cleaning

uo their discharges. In accordance with an agreement with

the State, a three-phase abatement program had been. started .
‘before 1%960. At the time of their aopeals, the dischargers
“ were providing.a level of treatment that 1s above the
.. 'secondary level,; 85 . percent remowval of- _ But on the _
. 'basis-of its model. EPA conciuded that the levels were not
-+ adequate to meet water quality standards for the Kanawha.
- The dischargers, however, are challenging the validity of
. the EPA model, and reqgion III officials believe their
‘v:'lapoeals will not be resolvea w1thout an- ad]udlca ory.
i hearznq.‘ » . :

‘The Mononqahela RlVEE“le major steel olants alonc a
40-mile stretch of the river have been granted their

' reguests for an adjudicatory hearing on their permits.

Fotr of the six olants are vart of one corporation whose

their permits. Reaion III told us that most of the

"pollution load on that part of the river comes: fr rom the six

steel. olants.

“from voint socurces needed tc achleve water guality
standards.



pccording to regionm III‘cEEicials.‘CGmDouﬁds‘in the

-fgsteel;plants‘_discharges, such an cyanide and ohenol, are

- the specific items of major coacern to the State. and EPA.

. 'The river is a source of public drinking water, and high
phenol cqncentrations, particularly during the winter.
‘cause taste and odor problems. The phenol iimits; which

. five of the six dischargers were challenging, were set by

. the State. .On the basis of a model, the State allocated

~ ' to each discharjer the number of oounds of phenol. each plant

+ could discharge. "EPA‘'s gquidelines.for best practicable

.“treatment-wereaconsidered-adegudte for oxygen—demanding
wastes, and no more restrictive limits were set for them.

g

Pennsyivénia'wate:~pollution control_agency-officials

,ﬂftold us in November 1975 that two of the six plants were
‘making some progress towatds‘abating,pollution but four
‘plants; which are part:of one corporation, would not take

any important abatement actions until all the numerous

‘‘issues are resolved. The ofiicicls also said that State

',j hearings on the appeals are expected to be held in HMarch
71976 but it will.probably take 4 of 5- years before the
. appeals are finally.settled. o

| PROBLEMS IN MONITORING 'AND ENFORCIHG
. ‘PERMIT CONDITIONS .

Noncompliance with abatement schedules, effluent

f_iimitations, and- reporting requirements may be widespread.
- Aas- July-ly 1977, comes: closer, EPA will need to give

-'7:ptiority.gttention to monitoring compliance with permit

'tlconditions:td take enforcement actiomns against violators.

In fiscal: year 1976 program emphasis will be on insuring

- that a high: percentage of major dischargers are in. com-

fzfqliance;w;th;permit conditions. it is ‘too early to tell
whether EPA.and State enfo;cement;actions_will“be effective.

" ‘Noncompliance with abatement schedules

i JaﬁUa:y_31, 1975, showed that 1,492 of the 15,068 industrial
" ‘permittees had not adhered to théit‘comnlianCe“schedules:or

S or reporting reguirements

EPA and State reports for- November ‘1, 1974, through

“had not. submitted required Progress reports. .The reports

compare the number of permits not in compliance. to the
number: of permits issued.: The parcentage of noncomplying
‘be:mits‘israboutulo percent. However,. this is nisleadinaq.
Many dischargers may not have a compliance scinedule or a

~ ~compliance action may not have been due during that period;,

" 'and therefore the instances of noncompliance are not

related to the orooer total. The number Of permits not in
conpliance should be related to the number of permits for
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'iwhxvh &l comﬁllarce‘schedala actlon was ﬁue Jurzqq the
‘~:enert1nq ‘periodd - For' examnl e, 177 permits,” or 11 vercent »
“'of the permits: ‘issued in region III, were not'im comoliance.

" This reoresented, ‘however,; 49 percent of the 361 permits:

- for-which a compliance action was due in the recerting - T
Zroperiod. Ineview of the number of dlschazqezs in region

” III, thls coqu be an. ext remelv leflcult nroblem.‘

We were unable to make the same comnazzson Fo: reqlon v

‘ because 51m11ar data ‘was. noz avallacle..

Noncompllance with effluent llmltation“
oL repertlnq reaulréments

For the 50 1ndustr1al vermits in our sample, 45 were
reguired: to submit a ‘discharge monitoring revort during the

- period.of review. We found that 6 of the 45 did not submit

‘their reports, and of the 3%'who did; the reports for 2%

showed that effluent limitations had been exceeded. The

: reacrt for .one was 1ncomnlete.

Reqlons 11X and v had Ilmited ozoceéu;ea tc monltor

" compliance with effluent limitations and as a result did not -

have data on the total oxtent cf noncomnliance with effluesnt
limitation requirements. We believe that noncompliance may:

- - be w1despread -because even - with its limited monitoring

. system, region III data as of June 6, 1975, showed that

effluent limitations were exceeded by 2%36. industrial dis— -
‘chargers and another 69 discharaers. failed to . submit a T

7TEnforcement'fsf'

SO | onltorlnq reporty. As of May 31, 1975, 1,804 Lndustrlal
o permlts had. been lssued wlthln :eqlon III.”

Pl

he 1972 amendments, ‘which requlz° that dzscharqers

f.“obtaln permits with-specific effluent 11m1tat10ﬁs and: orovxde
- for severe civil and criminal venalties for.violations of

permit conditions, strengthened EPA's cipability for enforc-

. ing oolluticn control.- Under the act in effect before the-
- 1972 amendments, ;EPA-could take enforcement action .only when -

water vollution. had occirred; that is, when:'a discharge had

- ‘endangered health and welfare -or had lowered the: quality of

the water. Even with testing if was:difficult to: -elate a-

‘change in ‘water. quallty to.a snec1;1c manlczoal or lndusttlal

“tidlscha:qe.

Under the 1§72 amendments, EPA or fhe States are

©authorized to 'establish svecific effluent limtations:and

- abatement actions. in NPDES opermits that industrial dis-

chargers nust achieve within a certain time frame. The

vermit, in effect, is an enforceable coatract between the IR




" ‘Government- and the.comvany. Under this svstem, enforcement

" is easier because a failure to meet the established

' restrictions, rather than showing that a colluter‘s discharge

caused a violation of water guality standards,: is sufficient
qrounds to start enForcement orocaedlnqs.

Althouqh EPA's stlnatv ohjectlve u‘Ean fiscal vears

. 1973= =75 was to issue MNPDES vermits, orogram emphasis has

chanaed and the nrimary objective in fiscal vyear 1976 is to
insure that a high overcentaqe of major dischargers are in
compliance. with abatement schedules and final effluent
limitations.. 1In September 1275 EPA headauarters officials
told us that limited emphasis would be olaced on enforcing
interim effluent: llnltatlons which usvally restrict the
discharger to what it was dlschatq1nq at the time the nermz*

© - was 1ssued.

From Januarv 1, 1973, throuah. June 30, 1975, EPA issued
about: 545 administrative orders to industrial dischargers. ’
“and referred about B3 cases to the Depatrtment of Justice for
civil or criminal actions. = For the &é-month veriod Januarv
- through June: 1975, EPA issued about 178 administrative
orders and referred about 50.cases to the Devartment of
. Justice. ~EPA or the States issue to wviolators of onermit
' condltlows adm1q1strat1ve orﬂers requ1r1rq comoliance,

if the dlscharqer fails to comolv, then the case can
be referred to the Department of Justice for. civil action.
The law also.: prowides for criminal peﬁalties'for willful or
negligent violations. EPA told us that data was not avail-
able which would show what the States had done concernlnq
’ enfozcement actlons on State-iasued uermlts.
, ﬂisconsxn. one cf tne States covered in our raview,
took over the oermit program in February '1974 and had
.~ statistics available as of Februarv 1975 which showed 72
- industrial permittees with 133 permit viclations, -~ ‘hich
33 were related ro abatement schedules. The Febr - 1975
~report showed that the State had. initiated enforc. &
actions for onlv. 13 of ‘the 33 vioclations; 7 notices of
noncompliance and 6 referrals to the State attorney generai.
The violations refer d were all for: one company and. :
included ; :
-—failure to complete final =olans, due December. 31
1973; et : ,

-=failure-to beqin construction. due March 31, 1974;

-;failure to comnlete construﬁt1oq, due Seotember 30,
1974; . and '
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t"_f‘—-fallure o attaxn one;atzanal 1evel due ééatember‘30;
: 1974 : : S

Thls ‘case.was referred to the State attornev qene:al in

‘December 1974, Wisconsin officials said that the case was

settled in April 1975--the company was fined $8,800; the

“company closed the plant, and the permit was rescinded. 'In

November 1975 Wiscensin officials also told us that 15

= cases--including 3 municipal cases--had been referred to the

State attorney general because of permit violations. Six
cases had been closed, and in five cases fines were levied

_ranqxng from $S 000 to ;17 500G.

‘In our sannle of 50 industrial dlschazqara, 22 dis-
chzrgers were. not  in. comnliance with their abatement
schedules. Adjudicatory hearings: or permit modifications

"~ relative to the abatement schedules were pending for 11

permittees. . As of April 1975 EPA or the States had initiated

enforcement actions' in 5 of the remaining 1l cases.

Since January 1975 the'empha$is of the program - in recion

" III has been ‘to enforce compliance with abatement schedules
_of major dischargers. A procedure was implemented to review

discharge monitoring reports to.-determine compliance with

. effluent limitations, but according to regional office
-officialsy enforc*ng thls aspecb of the Dermlt bad a low
-nrrorlty."

Reqlon III w1ll not crn51dez enforcement actions unless’

'},a'signlflcant viclation of e=ffluent limitations has occurred,
.. such as the:discharge: of: toxic wastes. Region III policy is

that before legzl action is considered the following deter-’

" minations must be made: (1} the-effluent limitation violated
«is’ considered reasonable, (2) the sampling technigue must be
. ~re¥iable, and (3} the. violation harms the énvironment.
~Also, the historv: of the, dlscha:ger s De:formance anag his
_attitude w11‘vb9 conSLde:ed.

;'coxCLasrone

Prog*ess is be;nq made by ‘ﬂdustrlal ‘dischar gers to

jfiabate water poliution. EPA; however, is experlenc1nq,
-problems which will hinder efforts to fully achieve the
nreqpiremﬁnts of the 1872 amendments. zhe orobl =s included:

.-~Eleuen* dlscharqe llmlta’lona ‘i permits were; for
the most oart, not based on final guidclines setting
“forth uniform effluent limitations for industrial ,
- dischargers by category or class as intended by the
Congress. The quidelines were not published ln time
to be. uaed or were not annllcable.
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--Lawsuits challenaing effluent limitatiom zuidelines
“have required EPA staff time to prevare defenses of
~technical issues. taking awav tiwe staff could svend
on.prevating quldellnes. and may adverselv affect

- the permit orogram and. the. llkellhood of achievina
water cuality qoals ‘1f seme of the challe ng3s are
succeseful. ER . _ S

e

—-Many.industrial dischargers have asked for adjudi-
- catorv hearings, a protracted and comulex crocess,
seeking modification of vermit conditions. Few
requests have gone to a hearing pro¢ess, and until

they are resoclved, abatement actions for those
elements in.dispute may be delaved, and if delaved
long enough, .it mav be difficult for the discharaer
to meet his opermit conditions by July 1, 1977, the
déadline required bv the 1972-amendments.

"==5ome industrial dischargers were not zdhering to!
their: zbatenent schedules; effluent limitations, or
reporting requirements. k : -

In certain selected cases. EPA mav need -legislative
authority to grant deadline extensions so that indastrial
discharqgers. whose permit conditions have not b2en finalized
pending the outcome.of adjudicat~ -y heatings can comply
with the new requirements. Unless reasonable time is

. granted to .dischargers. to construct facilities or chanage
processes to achieve modified effluent limitations as a

i result of. ad]udlcatorv hearlnqs, enforcement of the limita-
i tlons mav be &lff*cult. L

The 1972 amendments orovide for a’strona enforcement
program. . It is too early to tell whether EPA and the

States will be: effectlvp in enforcing comnliance with permit

4:con01t10ns. ' - o ' -

MATTER FOR COXSIDERATIOR BY THE SUBCUHMTTTE

.The-Subcammittee‘naVVWLS“ to orooose amending section
+-301{b}{1l}) of the . rfederal Water Pollution Control act to
- provide thdt E£PA may extend on a case-bv-case bdsis the
“July-ly 1947, recuirement:that industrial discharaers
achieve permit effluent limitations where ocermit conditions’
~‘cannot be: met bv the deadline. after cnallenaes to permit

i condltlons nave  been rroolved.-

30




4. - . CHAPTER 4

PERMIT PROGRAM WILL NOT INSURE MUNICIPALITIES®
T COMPLIANCE WITH WATER OUALITY REQUIREMENTS

Almost 2kl permits .ssued to.municipalities will have
to be reissuedi or modified and will not in themselwves
“contribute to meeting the 1977 water quality requirements.
-The availability of Federal bonstructlon grant funds--not

. permits~-is the princival facter. in getting municivalities

to . construct or ungrade waste water treatment facilities

- to.abate poliution.  EPA regional offices estimated that 56
vercent of 16,700 municipal dischargers nationwide will not
achieve required treatment levels by July 1, 1977. EPA has
recommended that the July l 1977, deadline be extended on
a case-by—case basis. - . -

) Federal_fundlnq of“municioal waste water treatment
facilitieés had proceeded at a slow pace--only $6.6 billion
-of the:$18 billion made available by the Congress to
- finance 75. percent of the construction costs for fiscal

years 1973-75 had been obligated as of June 3G, 1975, and -
~only $1 .biliion soent. ~Further, estimated fuhcs needed
by -municivalities to construct facilities--$342 billion---

 {‘fa: exceed Eunds autrorlzed hy the 1972 amendments.r

In our aocemoer 20, 1974, reoo:t-to the ‘Senate

o Subéommlttee on: Environmental Pollution, we stated ‘that the

.slow pace in which EPA had been awarding qrants was caused -
.. primerily. by new -and changing requirements in EPA's requla-
.tions- 1mplement1nq legislative provisions for awarding con-
" 'struction grants. - However, in an October 24, 1975, report
/. to the Chairmen of six cognizant conqressrdnal legislative
“and appropriztions commlttees, we stated -that one major
concern- was that EPA's- limited rescurces should not be
directed toward awarding grants as. fast ‘as ‘vossible with
Clittle or no attention being aiven te whether treatment
facilities are constructed -efficiently and at least cost.

v "'EPA estimated that almost all municipal permits will
need to ‘be resxamined and: eltner reissued or modified in
flscal yeatr’ 1377 beca!sn S i - :

"'--many T&nlClDalluleS were issued short-term Dnrnlts
- expiring before Julv 1, 1977, because they could
_not meet the deadllne, : : : :

--permit abatement schedules- wlll have to be tied  into

“the - availability of Federal . funds and raasonable
constr&ctxon timetables; and
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e *—narmlts mav have to . be medified to rellect oronosced
-~ - changes: in the definition of secondarv treatmentl and
oromulgation or oretreatment reauirements whicih the
act: requlred EPa- to nuslxsh bv June 19732 for indus-
trial companies: discharding into wunlcloal waste
.“.wate' rreatmeqt olants.

- Qur review of 60 of the 120 permits. 1nc1uded in our
samole showed thav 15 munlcxnalltles had failed ‘to- ‘comply
‘with abatement actions and 16 had exceeded tneir effluent
limitations. EPA and the States had taken some action to
- follow ap on the noncompliance: bv mun1c13011t1e. {See "

apo. III ‘for’ examoles.) : : '

i The munzcxpal permit oLoqram "is of llmeted benefit- as
~an enforcement tool, because EPA and the States do not olan
to ‘take .enforcement actions agzsinst municipalities which are
unable to achieve recalred treatment levels bv the Julv
1977 deadllne because of a 1ack of Federal fandlpq.

PKOuRE:S IS BEIH? MADE

Ou: samole ‘of 120 mun1c10al Derﬁits showed that~

——34 mun1c1ua11t1es were achlev*no secondarv treatment

. or advanced treatment 1evels as requ1red in the1r
permlts. ' : . o

klPP% s =econdarv treatment requlrements snec1fv effluent
limitations for. biochemical oxygen demand, susovended solids,
. and fecal coliform.  -In a proposed reaqulation published on

. August 15, 1975, EPA would eliminate the effluent limita-
‘tions on fecal coli for from the secondiry treatment

regu 1r°nents._. R e . :

:ZAS of aentembe' 15 1973, EPR had 9“011=ﬁed are*reatment

standards for 13 of tne 27 industrial categories identifieg”

+in.section 306 of the act as thé worst sources of water
~pollution.  (See p. 16.)} However, cnlv. & of the 13 pub-
lished opretreatzent standards covered all subcategories
within each industrial categerv. ® An EPA official said
that a time frazme for ovromulgating standarids for the:
rezaining catécories had:not been established and attrib-
uted the slow develooment of the standards to limited staff
resources’ and limited technical datz on the affected

"~ industries. . ' : ' '
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'+ =232 munisivalities were achieving secendary treatment -

. or-higher levels but were not achieving the ruguired
e e advanced treatment levels necessarv to meet State
g : effiuent llult&tiOﬁS or water qualltv st ndards.;

B S ""vz mun1c1aa%1t1ec weve abhleVan onlv orimarv treat-=
LT ment even. though 20 were requireéd to. achieve

e e ' secondazv treatment and 22 were required to achieve
advancea t:eatment lﬁvels ‘to meet State effluent
llmltatxons or @a:ef ouallty staadaras.

_--7 mun1c10a11t1es Dlannea to tie 1nto reQ\onaL waste
watet treatm nt faczlltles.

~--5'mun1c1nalzt;e- achieving orimary treatment were not
required to achieve secondary. treatmeqt bECaUSe of
llmlted :ede:al funding.

of the 20 muniﬂiDaLitias required to achieve sécondary
;treatment 10 probablv will not. do so by July 1, 1977,
" because comstruction. cannot be comoleted bv that date or
- because of a lack of Federal funds. Of the 54 municipalities
required to achieve advanced treatment by July-1, 1977, 28
prosably will not 3o so .because of a lack of Federal funds
or construction cannct be completed by that date.

' .FEDERAL FUSDING

. The: 1972 amendments declared a national policy of nro-
viding Federal financial assistance to construct publicly
owned ‘waste water treatment works. The amendments authorized
EPA througii its construction grants program to allocate S$18
billion to:the States--$5 billion, S6 billien, and $7 billion

" for flscal,yegrs.1373 1974, and 1975, resvectivelv——to
~fipance 75 percent of the cost to construct the zreatment
“worksd ’ ' S : L o R ’

‘After EPA awards =z constxu tion. qra ity it mav take a
slong time to complete  a waste-.zreatment plant. -SPA has
estimated; that it-takes an zverage of from: 3 to & vears to
plan, design, and consiruct waste wabter treatmernt plants.
- Therefore, manv orgsjects funded under the orogram cannect
. be.completad by 1977,

EfA  awards construction grants to nunicinz =
the:allocations according to EPA-apdroved ann .l a v
prioritv: lists of orojects. - EPA regulaticns re-uire States,:
in determining which orojects may be funded, to consider
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- such factors as the severitv of vollution nroblems, the

" population affected, the need for preservation of-
- hlgh—qualltv waters, national orlorltles.'and total funds
: avallable. L

F:om the annual State UIlOtltY 1lsts of elllele Droj-

' fects. a cutoff point is determined on the basis of available

‘allocated funds. Prejects below the cutoff voint will not
be approved by E?A. and . manv projects cannot. ne funded. -

o : For example, the Pennsylvanla priority llSt for fiscal
. year 1975, approved by EPA in Septemoer 1974, contained 192

.projects-at'a cost of $369.1 million. but Federal funds of

§222.7 million were allocated tec finance only the first 58

‘f‘.‘pr03ects. As of April 1, 1975, EPA reqion III had received
~.’grant avoplications for 24 of the 58 projects--8 had been

.. approved, ‘13 were under: revleu, and 3 reguired more
’ 1nfo:mat10n., : : :

In a February 1875 :éport'to the Congress, EFA stated

. that the States had estimated caosts of $187 billisn to meet

the 1983 goal fer waste water facilities and an additional
$225 bllllon for abatement Ot storm watez vollution as

*,follows.,
’~A§oun£ ‘
(bllllons)
- Secohﬁary tteatment‘ S $-12.6
- Advanced. treatment - . SR e 15.7
~Correction of sewer P K
ij-~1nf11tratxon-1nflow T 8.3
Major: sewer rehabilitiation - ° .7 7.3
Collecticn sewers - “17.5
Interceptor sewers “17.8
~Correction of combined ,
. sewer overflows e o 31,3
“Total - . . 2107.3
Treatient and/ot'cb:ﬁrol
" .of storm waters : SRR 235,
Total . 35342.3

31973 dollars.
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The chlnlotzator,‘uEA. 1n a Julv 31, 1973, Ietter ta

’tqe Dzrector. Office of annqement and Budget. (OMB), sStated

that EPA recaanlzed that: the >342 ‘billion estimated bv the
States far exceeded: any level of lonq-tern funding  that

". could: be reasenably assumed within the ‘Federal budqet. The
~Administrator. stated tiat consequentlv some: changes must be
-nade in the currently author ized Federal share and/or

eligibilities if it was yoina to provide the public with a

realistic, achievable program which was relevant to the
~goals of the 1972 snendments: pPA.nronpsed that {1} ¢he
Federal share of /5 vercent he maintained for secondary

treatment, advanced treatment, and -correction of sewer )
infiltration—-inflow and interceotor sewers, {2} the. Federsal

" share for major sewer rehabilitation and collection sewers
- be reduced from 75 percent to 45 percent, and {3) the

Federal .share for correction of combined sewer overflows
be reduced fzom 75 percent. to 60 percent.  EPA also stated

. that the ‘estimate of $235 billion for control of storm water

dlSCh&EQEo is clearlv too large to be included in short—-term
Federal andlnq and Drooosed no Fnderal fundznq oefore 1975,

On the basis of the ubOVe chanqes in the Federal

-sharlng ratio, EPA proposed additional Federal funding

totaling $42 billion or '$7 bxlllon annually durlnq fiscal .

-yéars 1977 through 1954.

-'MGNICIPALITIES UE&BLE TO COPPLY WILH R
ﬂﬂJULY l, 1977 REQ JIREMENTS - SR \’_ R

‘ In December 1973 EP2- establlched the Doll v of 1=su1
3-year permits to publicly owned treatment works which were

n"-unable‘to achieve full ‘compliance with the 1977 requirements

" despite.all best efforts to do so. Such short-term permits
.. were to contain only apbrépriate’ interim compliance mile-

stones and performance and other.conditions which could
realistically be.achieved.duzihg the term of the Gernlt.

Thirtv-seven municivalities *ncludeﬂ in’ our aaﬂsle.
who were issved permits, had little or no chance of meeting

“the July l, 1877, water gquality requirements. These:

municivalities were elgher issued short-~term ue:mlts,
expiring before July 1. 1977, or lonver term permits con-
taining unachievable abatement actions.  These permits will

- have to be medified of reissmed even if the July 1, 1877,
" deadline is: extended. : :

Short-term wermits were issued to 17 of the 120
municipalities in our sample because they would be vaable
to meet the Julv I, 1977, water guality reguirements. An

‘additional 13 short—term permits were issued for such-

reasons as. an exopctnd tle-ln to: a reqional system or
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‘possible revision of vermit conditions vending comonletion
of basin studzes.( The distribution of the short-term
nermlts is shown ‘in the follcwlnq tabulatzon.

Sho;tfterm
vermits issued

‘because of . - S :
vermittee's ;- Short=terwm - Total

inability to pérmits issued short-term
SR meet 1977 7 - because of =zermits in
-Location - reauirements ‘other reasons samule
Region III: .
Pennsylvania 2 - 2
‘Delaware 1 2 3
Region Vi o
Illinois 9 .6 R
Wisconsin 5 10 i5
Tctal 17 13 35

|l
I

" EPA justified issuing-shori-term permits expiring before
July 1:; 1977, on the basis that although everyv EPa-issued
permit must contain realistic compliance dates, EPA could
. not establish or endorse comoliance- dates. extending beyond
~the statutorv deadline. - However, such vermits will have
to be reissued before Julv: 1, 1977, and. the oproblem of
‘permittees! inabiiity to.comply with the statutorv deadline
‘will have to be faced at that time, if the deadline is not
extended or:otherwise modified.” An EPA official told us
‘that EPA had not a<certa1ned ;he nationwide total of

"i.short -term permits.

. 0t the 120 municipal- cermits we reviewed, 85 exvire. .
after July 1. 1977, and require the discharger tc achieve

. secondary treatment or more stringent treatment levels by

that date. Twenty of the 35 vermits were unrealistic,
“because the Pun1c10311tv was not exovected to be able to
comply with the 197 requirements. This was due orimarily
. to the lack of or d=lavs in obtainina Federal construction
grant funds and feilure of six of th e municivalities to
aoolv for construction arantsc

: The following tabulation shows the distribution of the
- total number of vermits.in our sample which reauire

. achievement of 1477 reauirements and the estimated number

of unrealistic permits.
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- Numbetr of

-municivalities i 3
reguired tQ T 0o o Number of
S N Sl comnly with » wunicivalities
. Location 7. - - 1977 requirements - uxlikely to comolvy
b . Regiom III: e Lo
Gesiaon s o 7 pennsylvania S3r o 18
LT i Delaware : BT SR -
Region Ve

Illinois : 20 1
Hisconsin : .20 - s
Total 85 20

A region IIIL offxc1al told us tha* short-term Dermzts
had a: disadvantage in that only interim limits could be
Jincluded which ailowed the discharger to continue “as he

" 'is doing* up to the date 'the permit exvired. Thus, the
discharger did not have to work towards comoliance with the
- 1937 requirements. Region III believed that ® municipalities
~ should be expeosed to -the. goal of- reaching  the tequlrements
cf the act.,‘znerefore. permits were generally issued for-
- 'S.'years and extended beyond July 1, 1977, and required
- achievement. of the final effluent limitations by July 1,
1977, although it was not known whether a municipalitv
~ would actuallyv be able to.comply with the vermit conditions,
- According to an EPA region ITI revort of January 20, 1975,
/527 of 663 issued municipal vermits extended beyond July l.
_"1977 and’ reguired compliance with secondarv or advan;ed
'ﬂ»treatnent levels. : : .

RS _Fo: 25 of the 37 -Pennsylvania verwits in our szamele
. that required full compliance by July 1, 1977, we obtained
- the opbinions of State officials and the municioal officials
-.and/or thelr consulting engineers - as to the likelihood of
meeting the 1377 recuirements. These officials indicated
that' 16 of tha 25 oerm;ttees probably. would be unable to
neet the 1977 deadline. Cur review of region III data
. indicated that another 2 permittees would orobably be:
“runable to meet:the recuirements: thereforée, a total of 138
of 37 municipal vermittees in Pennsvlvania would be unable
T tomeet: the 1877 requirements: -Cf the 18 permits, 3 were
above the funding cutoff, 9 were below the funding cutoff
‘. Eor- 11975, .and 6 had not aoolied for a construction qrant
and therefore were not on: the State crlorxty iist.
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"3 ‘'oroject for uoarading the facilitv coveied bv the

”}“unte alistic Illinois vermit--shown. in the tabulation on
:'}iuaqe 37--was rankeéd 550 of Y7% nro;ects on the State's. .
5_nrlor1ty List with-oroiject number 400 listed as the lcwest

‘ranking oroject-which would orobably be fuwded ~In-June;

fr 1974 wWisconsin notified the vermittee in our sample with'
~the.unrealistic vermit that the vermit would he. modified

" to eliminate the untealistic requirements. (See awo. III
. for -additional examoles of ‘unrealistic vermits.).:

_ According to region IIl officials, the region was
~‘under Dre¢ssure Lo issue as manv permits as vpossible by -
December 31,.1%74, and therefore did not have enough time
. “to inauire’ into-the ability of-each municivalitv to
i reallstLCally‘achxeve the 1%77. requirements,

*The unrealiétic'befmits will have to be ‘revised or
~reissued. before Julv 1, 1977. . Reqion III has not 1dent1f1ed
‘the . number of such permits. They -olan to reissue the '

L permits on a-case-bv-case basis after the permits are

identified through the enforcement orogram as not'comolv1nc

'7, with their schedules' of compliance. This approach may not.

- be adequate:to 1dent1fy all the unrealistic nermlts, ‘because
‘the region olans - to closelv mowltot only signi flCERt
;dlscharqers.  R S

COWPLIANLE WITd PERMIT’CO&DITIOVS

: In. req1ons III and V EPA- and the States renozted that
231 munlClpalltles—-SZ in region III and 179 in region V--
‘had not complied with abatement schedule actions required -
during the quarter ending January 31, 1375.  For ‘example,
. in region III, 63  EPA-issued municipal oermits had compli-’
‘i ance actions due during.the guarter but 52, or 83 setceqt,
were not’ in. comolzance wlth the requ1red actlon.<

. ’ We reviewed 60 mun1c1oal oernlts lnCLuded in’ our

. samole to ‘determine whether the wun1c10a11t105 wers com-
vlving WLth_thelt nermit_condltlon . 'The &0 »ermits

. reaguired 28 municinalities to -take abatsmpnt actions and
.14 to submit abatement schediles to EPA 6 months zfter the
oermit issuance date. _ﬁo action was reguired for the other
18 permits, because they were already meeting vermit -
.requirements or were-issued short-term overmits.

Of ‘the 28 vermits that contained: abatement. schedules.
17 had- abatement actions due at the time of our review.
four vpermittees submitted reborts to EPA or the Siates wof
which two revorted that they were in comnliance with their
“'schedule. The other two vermittees told EPA or the State
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. that thev wouid be unable to complv with:the abatement

schedules because of construction delavs. EPA aoparently

_took no futthe: action aqaxnst the oetmlttees.

EPA and the’ States followed an and contacted 1 of tha

~ 13 vermittees which failed to submit the reauired revort of
‘compliance or nonc arpltance. One vermittee was in comoli-
-ance and subsequently submitted the comnliance notification
“to EPA. The follcwing table summarizes the reasons for

noncomolxanbe by the ocher six Dermittees.A
tonstructlon delavs IR 22
Construction grant not received: 1

Failure to aooly for a

_construction qrant . ’ S|

Failure to submit ﬁinal:niané, o B

QOther- ' | | 1

ki".._b " fotai-. _i  : : '.‘; ; :>'§‘

Onlv 1 of the 14 munlclnalltxes recuerd to’ subnlt

- abatement schedules to EPA did so on time. EPA contacted ?1
~of the 13 noncomplving vermittees;: 3 subsequent‘v submitted
._the schedules and the other 8 dld not. . .

\
At tbe time of our revzew no overall data on. the extent -

af noncomslxa ice with effluent limitations or reporting
Z}requ1rezents was available in region V.- In region III, EP:
-reported -as of June 6, 1975, -that 150 municipal‘discharqers

had exceeded their effluent limitations and 61 had failed.

“to submit discharge moritoring reports. As of May 31, 1973,

a.total of 1,459 municipal permits had been issued within
region III.  Region III has vlaced low priority on monitor-
ing and enforcino effluent limitations and for the most vart
took no action to- 'follow up on the noncompliance.,

: RIS Co .
For the &0 monicipal »ermits we reviewed, 52 required

~submitting discharge monitoring reocorts during our review.

We. -found that 16 had exceeded their interim or final

“effluent limitations, 7 had submitted incomplete monitorina

revorts, and 20 nad failed to submit monitoring reports.
EPA or: the States followad un in 11 cases and either con-
tacted the vpermittee or determined no further action was
necessary. . The other 32 acearently were not contacted.
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EPA and the ata*ec da not olan to take enforcement

f',actlon against municipalities which fail to achieve by
o July-1, 1977, secondarv oz zdvanced treatment levels,
f»where.required.-because.of-a lack of Federal funds. An:

EPA policy statement in December 1973 stated, in vart,

_f that alchough the law did not make municioal comvliance
.. directly contingent on the azwvailabilitv of Federal funds,

it was widely rec-caized that the increase of the Federal

share to 75 perc.:. of construction costs made it highly
-unrealistic in ms v cases to force municivalities %o
, finance waste wa. -~ treatment facilities without Federal
- funds. ‘ o ' : o '

However, if EPA fails to. take enforcement actions,

~..citizens or citizen grouovs can take leqal action against

the discharger or against EPA for failure to take action.

"Municipalities>a:e subject to fines up to.$10,000 a day if
s in-violation of permit conditions. ¥illful or negligent

violations could bring a fine uc to $25,000 a day and 1
vear in orison. for the first offense-and up to $50,000 a
day and 2 yeats'in‘nrison for subsequent violations.

In a July 31. 1975, letter to tae Director, OMB, the

= Administrator. EPA said that in view of the fact that over
9,000- communities serving about . 60 versent of the vrojected -

1977 vopulation: would not be able to complv with the

 } ‘Ju1v 1, 1977, deadline for secondary treatment or more

stringent treatment where required, EPA stronglv supoorted
and recommended a leqgislative proposal to authorlze

case-by-case extensions from the July 1, 1977, dead;lne.
. “Case-bv-case exten51ons would- be qfanted on tbe basis of
e nonavaxlabllltv of Federai funds, the Administrator said.

1fCOhCLUSIOﬂS

MLn1c10allt1es are making some aroaress toward abatinga
water: nollutzon. EPA, however, estimated that -a majority
of “‘the Nation®s-manicival diccharae:c would not meet water

~qualitv. requirements bv the Jaly i, 1977, deadline., The

. -availability of Federal funds--not permits--is the orincinal
- factor ‘in getting municipalities to construct secondarv or

“advanced treatment facilities, where reaquited, to meet water’
auality requxrements. federal. fundinag, however, had vro-
reeded at a slow pace--onlv.56.6 billion of the $13 billion

-had been obligated at Jume 306, 1975, and only 31 billion

spent--and funds needed to construct facilities--$342

- ‘billion--far exceeded funds authotized. -EPA recommended to

40 R

P ST A T,

Wiy



550&3 that the Julv l Es?? reuulreﬁentsfbe ewtended on a
. casx-bv-case basis: for mualczsalltles where Federal
'uicanstructlon qrant fdnds were not avaxluble. o

FaEl Almos: all uermlts 1ssued to munzc1nalxt1es will need.
.ftc be eitner reissued or modified’ in fiscal vear 1977
" because {1) permits issued for- 'short=terms will exvire,
1(2) EPA wants ‘to coordinate oollution abatement schedules
in permits with -availability of Federal funds and estab-
“1ish reasonable coastruction Llwetables, and {3} 2PA clans
e , L to 1ncoroorate undated treat%ent tequzre%ents ;nto the
R nermzts. : R ,

“For EPA to reallzé ‘the- Eull notential benetxts of
- municipal permits, it will have to insure through avoro-
_oriate administrative, monltorlnq, and enforcement actions
that ﬂun1c1oa11t1es. o T : v
-—Ma1nta1n their treatment 1evel and not exceed thelr
current dischardes as set forth in the permit. This
requirement can have the effecti of preventing new
sewer connections to- cverloadea wa;te wate: treat-.
'.ment piants. ' .

‘—-Adhere to oreccrlbed effluent linitations which will
”-requ1re optimum levels of plant operation and .

L maintenance and completion: of any minor facility
: oo e - upgrading: whlch can. be undertaken w1thout Eederal
o S fundlnq.

i—-Promntlv aoplv for and use av vailable construction. - - T T
qrant funas. P S . PR o :

'v_--Perlodlcallv monltor and teoor? on. dlscharqes to EPA,
and/or States. JEENE - :

The oermlt oroqzam as an enforceﬁent tool 1s of

';yj}::: ”‘ ,__’ 11m1ted benefit, because EPA and the States do. not plan to.
U .  ‘“,'take enforcement actions--thev woula he nonvoroductive-—
R S N ‘against nunlczoalltxes which fail to consiruct needed i

; . .- facilities by July 1, 1977, because of insufficient Federal
st funds.. Permits ctied into federal funding and containing
s el realistie permit conéitions, however, can lead to abatement
v of ‘water pollution LF the Devmlt conﬂltlons are DfODeElv
enforced.. : .




MATTER EOR COﬂQIDERATION BY TFE adﬁgﬁ%ﬂf4f*ﬂ

o Taklnq enforcement act;ons aqalnst nun1c1oa11tles
unable to. construct. facilities to achieve water aualitv.

. requirements by July 1, 1977, because of -insufficient time
- ot Federal: funds would be~nonnrqduct1ve.4 Therefore, the

- Subcommittee may wish to prooose-amending sectior 301{b)(1)

"5Qj'0f the Federal Water Pollution Control Act to vbrovide that

EPA may grant such municipalities. extensions beyond July 1,
1377, on-a casn-bv-case ‘basis, to achieve water quality
reaulrements. R s IR '

g
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EZZ d ESI :3 _
e OFFICE OF
g ; PLANNING AND MANAGEMENT
Mr, Herry Eschwege o
.Director ' S )
. Resources and Economic Develonment wasxon

o XF S, Gene ral ﬁccountmo Office

Washmgton, D. C. 20548
Dea.: Mr'. Eschwege:

‘ - Wg have received your draft report entitled "_Implémenting
‘Water P.ollution Cont:ol Permi,t Program: Progress and Problems. "

In general the report reflects an accurate assessment: of the
overail problems which have affected the ’\atlon.al Pollutant Dlsx_harge
Ehrmnatmn System {NPDES} pe;mxt program. - .

The maior program madequacn.es identified in the conclusions-

have been _recognized by the Enforcement and Perrruts Divisions of

' our Office of Water Enforcement and are currenily being rectified
Fhrough pohcv changes and revxsed Regmnal gmdance. -

Wlth regar& to your reco*m'nendatmﬁ that 4‘he Administrator
.encourage States' agsumption ¢f NPDES program, we concur and can
now ceport: that there are 27 states which have been approved. We:
will continue to invite and help other states resolve their differences
- between State laws and Federa}. requrements so they will also be

ehgxbl

-1 a,pprecia.tefthe -opportunity you have given EPA to review and -
- comment on this report prib'i- to its submission to Congress. L

-Sincerely yours

%Z@

“Alvin Lo Alm
o Assxst_a.n" Administrator
' for Planning and Management
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'TEN EXAMPLES OF INDUSTRIAL NPDES PERMITS -

The 10 examples discﬁsaeé below are representative of

”'ifhe 50 industrial permits included.in our. sample. The

examples hlghlight individual instances of progress: and

Er problems of implementing the NPDES. permit program as

dlscussed in tba bcdy of the report. .

- The glcssary of texms and defznltlcns in appendlx Iv
will be. helpful in understanding the effluent llmltatleqs
fconbalned in the permlts.

| EXAMPLE NO. 1, PROCESSCR OF CLAhS-—PROBLEFS &ITH
. CONNECTING TO REGIONAL FUBLICLY OWNED. WASTE WATER
o ”REATMENT FACILITY -

The companv, located in Delaware, pfocasses surF clams
into a variety of clam products. It discharges untreated

‘Vb-proceas water and noncontact cooling water into a river.

‘ Delaware orlglrally lssued the company a 5~year NPDES
permit that was effective Decemher 31, 1974, However, the
©permit -had to be revised on the basiS‘of updated discharge

test data the company's consultant submitted to the State.
-The revised permit became effective February 25, 1975.

The permit reguired the coumpany to construct a primary
treatment plant for tle process waste water that had to be
‘operational by January 15,1976, to meet required interim

'~.eff1uent'1imitaticns. ‘To meet the July 1, 1977, reguirements,

~the company was given the option of either constructing

ffﬂadditiqnal‘treatment facilities to upgrade the level of :
“treatment above primary or connecting to a:regional treatment

‘vplapt and thereby discontinuing all'discharges into the .
~o-river. The company had to rnotify the. Stice of thé optiocn
“.'chosen by October 38, 1975, State perscnnel told us they

. preferred that the-company‘tie.into the regicnal system..

4 However,,tse regionza .system‘is‘not expected ‘tc be
‘operational until April 1978. Therefore, if the company

" ‘chooses to connect to the regiocnal system, it :will be unable
to comply with the July 1,;1977, reguirements.”

44



"‘{;EPPsuDIX‘IiT-*i, iy e T .  APPENDIX IT

Bl Bas:s for oEslue nt 11m1tatlcns L

L The flnal effluent llmxtatlcns which the cowpany was
required to meet by Rugust 31, 1977,} in the event it did.

'not chocse to conrect o the regional treament system were

"baseu on.State regulations. - The regulations regquire 85
. percent removal of BOD5 and suspended solids. Although EPA
~had promulgated final effluent guldel-nes for the seafood

‘_Hlndustry, th°y did not cover the company s praduc;s.i

‘PEffluent llmluatlons

‘ - The flnal effluent llmltatlons in-the permit are
 summar1zed in the followxng table.

leltatlons
o e : Daily - Daily Maximum instantaneous
Charzcteristic average ‘maximum ‘ ccncentratloﬂ
BOD . . 700 1bs 1,400 1bs 840 mg/1
. TSS. - . 260 1bs - 480 1bs . 290 mg/l
_Pecal coliform . . 200/100 ml
Total coliform =~ .~ . . "'1,000/100 al -

'L‘h QE; ”:'f"Q::-  ',"6'to 9 L-‘

fl;Free chlorire res*dual shall not be less than 2 mg[l nor :
L.greater than 4 mg/l after a 3O-m1rute cantact time at maxzmum .

- flow.

'Adhereﬁbe te cérmif conditionsf

; ﬂe comp1eted our vevzew of cowpllanﬂe w1th perm1t condi-
tions on April 11, 1975, before deadlines for the company to
- submit a compliance schedule progreas *epert _nd the first

- discharge monit orlng report.

'QfCohaangfccmmentb

A cempanv xepreseﬁtatlve tol'1 ‘us that 1t was very
conberned over the cost or ~omplying with the vermit.. The

15 State representacive told us that requiring the company
to meet the final limitations by August 31, 1977, rather
than uuly l 1877 was an oversi ght.

K
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- - company would be forced into a long-term debt without any

return on the investment: He said that the primary treatmert
.+ plant would cost about $125,000 and that pilot studies made-
- by the company indicated that upgrading the plant to second-

'Z;?ﬂ_ary treatment*level would'cost an additionall$300 000. -

He also saxd that 1F it dec1ded to 301n the reglonal

"" syétem.1t would incur the expense of acguiring the right-of-

way- to connect to the -interceptor in addition to their share
~ of the incremental costs toé expand the treatment plant to
caccommodate  the added volume of wastes. -County ancé State

. persornel told us the industrial user cost data would not be

“,known Lntll about Sep*ember 1975._

“EXAMPLE NO. 2 MAKEFACTURER CF bPUASES AhD OTBEn
. SPECIALTIES. FROM LUBRICATING OIL. BASE STOCKS--NO
'EPA EFFLUENT LIMITATION GUIDELINES APPLICAELE. TO
COMPARY'S HANU?ACT”RING PRQCESS' :

-The manufactu*er is located in Pepnsylvanla uné rou-
tlnely discharges waste water from two outfalls.into the

. Allegheny River. Une discharge is coémposed Of once. through

: ncqcontact cooling water, steam condensate, and clean rain- -
ter. The otner *s lﬁdustrlal waste from the mdnu*acturlng
peratzoq. : - . .

- The compauy anplled for a dlscharge permit under the
- old Refuse Act program in. July 197%. "EPA issued a 5-year
permit on February 28, 1974. Before the permit was issued,

" the company employed ‘a consultant to design .an addition to

- its waste water treatment system to meet,the July 1, 1077
ﬂ:requlrements. : -

;;Effluent 1LmltathRS

”PA had boia e*:luent 11m1+at10n guldellnes ap911Cab1e to
the company's. :3nufac‘urbnu process.. EPA region ITI based

R _theﬁflpal 'efflument -limits in the permit con-its generaL

‘fguldance, a .State- ctauuarc, arc an EPA standard. "~ The follow-
ing table shows the fimal effluent limits in the permit for .
“the industrial waste and the basis for each limitation.
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}Chafééééfisﬁiélfvéaily a§e§§§§i  "C . ' §§§:§
'E‘QBQDsi.; .;,f ; . a5 "1f.Regzon III general guidance . -
jATSS : ;‘~- ;f -'7.1 .él;Q ;‘fn; ineg;on ;%I general gulcance
“~a2; Ea; ;f.-'¢i1:aﬁd>g£eésé1 | i_?é;8. . . '?égion_iiI'generai guidance
Senm et Phenols-',“j;vi' : _6,1_;b- N étate standard '
g .‘ teméerature{; ’ 110°E méximumilrkegion'Iii géﬁeraliguidance
 ‘pHv?._ :  ﬂ"' 6 ﬁo 9 . EPA water guality standard

2pounds peribatdhfdischafge.

Compllance schedLle

: The permit-in cluded a compllance schcdule requiring the
construction of addltlonal treatment fac111t1es.-‘The schedule

requlred.
Completion of final plans . June 30, 1974
Commencement of construcdtion . September 30, 1974
Completion. of construction - Octcber 31, 1875
- Attainment of- operatluuu; B S :
B level B _ ... January 30, 1976

S Pdherence to permit conditions

v ' The company had not met the compllance schedule dates.
The company was 5 months late in submitting final plans for
,  the new treatment facility because of problems encountered when
" the planned system was tested. .Construction was not started’
~ on September 30, 1974. The company has reguested this date be
_=chanccd to July 30 19:3, because of delays in equlﬁment
dellve*y :

A reclon 11t ofFlc1al to?c us that technlcally the comsany

‘was in v101at10ﬂ of its permit compliance schedule. However,
regloﬁ II1 would take no enforcement acticn because the
company was working towards compliance with the July 1, 1977,
reguirements and even.though delayed. it should be able to

- meet: the requirements by that date. The pevuit would have to
be amended to reflect the changes in compliance schedule
dates. ' =

Y



‘;:ya$?23§31x¢z1 ffr;{ ... .. APPENDIX IT

“The comp&vy was suhmlttlng discharge mcnltoelng reports;

?;_as requlred by the permlt.

EXAEPLE NG« 3. PEwBOL”U%.REFTNERr—PERMIT MODIFIED TC

. TRCLUDE LESS STRINGENT EFFLUENT LIMITATIONS OF
"LQ.SUBQEQJENTLY PUBLISHED GUIDELINES

The-company operates a reflnery in Penﬁsylvanla and

f;‘dlsuharges waste water from three points into the Schuylkill
- River. The company originally appli:zd for a discharge pernit

“pursuant to the old Refuse Act program administered by the
~Army: Corps of Engineers. Region III 1ssued a S5-year NPDVS

:'{‘_permlt to the company on May 3, 1974,

’Basls for effluent limitations

Region II1 based the final effluent limi ~ticns in the.
‘permit, required to be achieved by July 1, 1% 7, primarily
cn groposed"effluent limitation guidelines for the petroleum
-refining point source category as publlsbed in the Feder al

"f  Register on: December 14 19:3.

“Eﬁ‘Agpoal of effluent llmltatlons

The company apnealeé the flnal efflaent llmltat%one in
“tha permit and requested that the less stringent limitations
f_conta&ned in the final effluent limitation guidelines be

T: used in establishing the pe.mlt limitations. . The final guide-

- lines were publlshed on May 9, 1974 6 days after ‘issuance
=of the perm1t.,»r S

: Subsequently, nroposed cnanges to the f‘nal *uldallnes .

f?ffvere published on October 17, 1974, to redefine th> size and
7. process . factors. These proposed changes werz promulgated on

’:g.May 20, 1975, as amendments to the rlnal guldellnes of: an 9,

e 1974...

. E-A, Pennsyl rania, "and the company agreed tc_ settle the
appeal through a stipulation. The final limits contained in
the stipulation were based on the proposed guideline amendmeﬁts

'ﬂwbof OCtober ‘Q?Qf

":'Efflnent 1lm.tatlons

The follow1ng table compareq the three chahges in
-effluent limitations applicable to the company’s major source.
~of pollétion, the dlscharge from its blotreatment oF wastes.
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-[_I&prmﬁ!~‘;v;; ~ .Fimal - - " Proposed amended
guidelines - . gui&elines w0 gquidelines -
L 12=148-T3 0 ' 5~3~74 - - . 10-17-74
Chﬂadxznﬁnc Amafge Mauxmn Amazge Maximmm = Average  Faximm
, v (pmmis per day} -

Bms R _'3'53' 1% L2 2208 13 2,3%

Gemara . 7,438 9,360 8,541 16,455 5,251  17,905. -

- carbon - 1,268 1,560 - = -

wss se6 - 702 8000 1,150 B87L 1,476
Oilandgrease - . 351 - 351 383 . - 383

8 ?mﬁnnia as " R S o o ST
Cnitrogen 230 624 - 663 1,463 - 726 1,597
| S’ulfldes AR S X T X e 7a 158 -
zinc 67 w2 - .- e
H :77£§§m;s i'ii. f'a:OS 'a.iff.‘aéb.- ”‘éiﬁ" 8.7 E al??%'

”xvaEmmEdent Rt P RN U P
chromimm o= 0o -0 T3 68 - .38 .75

Lowm oo T ek

‘5iA%#yE '.f_i} o ' B ﬁ i"_:j . -f,{,;7 ‘

' 'SubﬁlSSlon oF reculred rono*ts '1 o ~‘ ~_‘ .
) o The compan¢ haa been submﬁttlng conplzance schedule dzra

~ as reqguired but had no* been submitting discharge monitoring

o reports. The ¢ompany's opinion was  that the monitoring rerocrts
need nek be submltted dﬂlle the pernlt was unce; appeal.

*oaPPENDIX IT . . .. . | APPENDIX II
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. EXMWPLE NO. 4, PROCESSOR OF cvzcaENs«-LACK OF
 EFFLUENT LINITATION GUIDELINES

: The company, lacated in Delaware, processes up to 100, GGO
-chlckens a day. It,dlscharges treated,WGSLe from one outfall
-[1nto a creek. v

EPA lssued the company a 3—year NPDES permxt that hecaﬂe
~effective January 27, 1974. A S-year permit was not issued

"l_bncause a strezm s+udy was to be done whlch could change the -

congltlons cf the permlt.

Easzs for effluent llmltatlcns'

Final effluent guldellﬁes were not issued for this industry

'5,Zas of April 1975.  The final effluent limitations for BOD and

~T5S in the permit were based on EPA interim effluent guidance-
_meat products. Ammonia and oil and grease limits were based on

. region III standards. Since the permit was.issued, propcae&

effluent limitation gu1de11nes have been published for poultry-
processing products. ' The following table compares the final
permlt limitations with- tho aroﬁosed guldellnes.. ~

' leztatlons o :
Average daily I Maximum daily
o o - Propesed. - Proposed
.+ Characteristiz . EEEE&E.‘ ‘guidelines . Permit cuidelines
S ‘ (éouﬁds)
CBODg ¢ 173 - 189 © 519 - 377
Tss. . 261 . 254 s22 508
Amzonia 100 - 150 =
' 0il and grease 100 . - 82 - 150 164
Fecal coliform  2200/100 ml 2400/100- ml
— . ! T max. -
pd .. 6to9  6to?9

a .
Colonies. .

50
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e The aermxt alsc llmlts anmonla, whmch is no* xncluéaa in
'the propesnd snanua*ds for this 1néustry.v

JComnllance schedule,‘,"

e : The permlt re~u1red the company to xeduce ‘total water
' usage, reduce dilution of lagoons, 1rprove ‘80lids collection
. 'in the plant, and ccomplete improvements in the lagoons by
Coosaserni o June 14,1974 The: company installed an air flotation unit to
Sl rf“';,‘further clean up the water discharge afcer it.leaves the

‘ . ladoon.- According to the company, the facilities cost over
' *,'$200 000 and between $200 and $300 a week to operate.

~ Adherence to Dermlt condlt101s

: " The compl;ance schedule was based on what the company
intended to do, but the company experienced delays in equip-
‘ment delivery which resulted in violations of the compliance
schedule. The company reguested EPA to extend the compiiance
date, and the State concurred in the request. EPA expressed
satisfaction with the efforts of the companv to meet the intent
.. of the compliance schedule and granted le request for an
"“ext,nSLOn of ‘the ccmpllance dates.-

The comhany'" monltorlng daua for the quarter ended
o March 1375 showed the effluont llmltatLOﬂs 1n the permit were
"”belng met.;ﬁ :

. 'EXAMPLE NO. 5, ABATTOIR-—-SHORT TERM PERMIT ISSUED
.- BECRUSE COMPENY EXPECTS TO CONNECT TO A MUNICIPAL
*,SEWAGE TREATHENT PLANT » S :

e ~The'company; located,in Pennsylvania, ‘slaughters cattle,.

'ﬂifhogs, calves, and lambs for the mznufacture of meat products.

Coios .o The company dlscharges waste water from a 51ng1e poxnu source
T T ”Ilnto a rlver.v‘ o : . '

: “The comnaqy anplled for a dlscharqe permit under the
old Refuse Act program in Rovember 1971. Reqlqn II1 issued
L an NPDES pnrm¢t tc the company.on June’ 25 74.. The permit
was-ta: explre on December, 31 1875, o '

¥ EPn lSSLed a-short- -tern peIMJt, because. the companv .
?planned to; terminate its discharge into :the- river and connect
to a municipal sSewage treatment plant.  The tie-in depends an
the construction of a planned reglonal interceptor sewer.
. Pennsylvania's tentative priority list for fiscal year 1976 .
- 'indicated that the interceptor may be funded in that year.
. EPA- plans to reevaluate the permit when it explres in llght
.Aof the fundlnq situation at that tlne.
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'Permlt Londxtlone

i 11m1tat1ons. » )
B e Sio *5néily ."'aéiiy
Co.w .+ characteristic ' average | maximum
R e (pounds} ’
_ Bops 0930 1, 120 -
' S PSS RN 240 280
- 0il and grease 60 72

Fecal coliform  210,0007100
- : R {colonies per

- mililiter).

o opm .Q . 6tos -

" APPENDIX II-

“The pe:mlt contalns the Lallow1ng 1nter1m efflcent

" Basis for limit

'Peimitteefs

.VPe;mitteefs

Permittee's

Permit:ee's

application.
application
applicatibn

_application

.TEPA water -quality standard

AAfter May 1, 1975, this limit was redﬁced to 400?100'(;016n1€57'

per milliliter} -at the request of. the Pennsylvan;a Departnient
- of Env1ronmental Resources.

.o

In add;tlon, four other requlrement ware 1mnosed

0

 1§‘ Pretreatmert requxrements snec1£1ed by exther the

-~ Pennsylvania. Department of Envxronmental Resouzrces,

the regional sewer ‘authority,

or the municipal sewage
. treatmernt plant wouid. be mét no later t‘an May- 1

1975.
Sl J"~_.f> 2 Plans for achlev1ng best pract1c2b;e treatment or
<=7 . . connecting to the municipal sewage plant by July 1,
L oeeoo e 01977, shall be transmitted to reqlon I1i, and the
T T - Pennsylvania Departrwent -of LnVl*onmental Resources
L T e e T 'by October. 1, 1975.° : - :

3. The élccha rge shall 1ct ‘cause a rise- in Lhe stream
" temperature of more than 5°F above the ambient or a
' _maximum of 87°F--whichever is-less; not

“changed by more than

to be
Zc“ any l—hour period.

4. A compllance schedLle requiring construc;zon of
: pretreatmenﬁ fac111t§ by May 1, 1975.
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Adherence ta nermi* ccndxtlon@ and co ariy

'ﬁ comment5~~

i The comnany vas behlnd schedule 1n 1nstalllng the
: requlred pretreatment facxlltv..' ) :

It had not. been able to- obtaxn pretreatment standards
“ from any of the several authorities involved. EHowever, the
-company proceeded with the 1natallatlcn of pretreatment
~facilities hoping it would be able  to como;y with any pre=-
treatment stapdarcs subsequently 1mmcsed

i The - discharge wonltorl G reporta submltted had not been
completed, because fecal coliform test results were not

shown. : Region: IIL ‘was enforcing the compliance schedule but ’
e did not enforce dlscharge llmltatlcns.

- EXAMPLE 'h O. 6. MAKUFACTLRER OF PAPERBOARD PRODUCTS-—
'BOTH EPA AND STATE LIMITS IMPOSED FOR SAME : :
POLLUTAhTS AkD PE?%IT CONDITIONS CHALLENGED.

The company,. 1ccafed.!n Illanls, manufacturers paper-
- board products.‘ it discharges waste water intc the
“Mississippi River, considered an effluent-limited segment.
. The company submitted applications for discharge permits in
- June 1971 and April 1972 under the cld Refuse Act program.
.Region V issued an NPDES permit to the company on
November 13 1974. The pernl* explres on August 31, 1979.

Ba51s for effluen* leltat;ons,'

EPA flnal eleuent llmltatlon gulgellnes for the pulp
‘and ‘paper industry were available and covered this company.
-.Because State standards were more. restrictive, EPA included
WO sets of effluent ‘limits in the permits--State concentra-
tion and EPA weicht limits. EPA weight limits are based on
-tons of production while State limits are ased on the
concentration of each particular «ffluent characteristic
measured 1mﬂedlate‘y after the fJnaT t*eatment process.

Effluent llmltatlc“s

The fol;ow1nc ‘effluent limitations must be met by the
company during. the specified +1me Frares-’
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o Limitations ‘
- Concentration

Copaily Daily - Daily T Daily

APPENDIX I - - oo © . APPENDIX II

. Characteristic = average - maximumo  averzsge: . maximm ¢

Outfall 091 - December 13, 1974, until April 30, 1975

. Bdg wmitorealy - ,

~mssT L - - 130 my/1 . 260.0 mg/l
PR . 6w? . .

il Outfall 001 - May 1, 1975, il March 31, 3977

BDs - 9,080 %y m,leakg -
.oTss. . 1,905 kg '35101«; -
“- pH IR Stog

.

E 'thfall 001 Apnl 1, 1977, wntil August 31, 1979

- Bo@i)5 . Ll40kg 2 ;230 kg - 20 mg/1 5
TssT - 0 71,905k . 3,810kg 25my/l 6
- Iron _ - L - I, )
- Iead N I _ - '» = - -
Manganese - - -
‘Total dissclved - : S

ropBE
Q= OoOWUnoO
5 :
LR

' solids - .. - - = 3,;500.0 mg/1
follarxigrease L - RS S - - 15,0 my/1 .

e \az@exatuze E - A {a)
- Outfall 002 ~ Decenber 13, 1974, wotil March 31, 1977

5§ Z«k‘xumr mly;_
“Total dlssolved :
- solids A xri:in:i.t::::t." mly“ :
" Iron- (total} '. Monitor.cnly
Manganese . - . - Monitor oply:
- NiYl and grease . Mpnitor only .
<o Boron - i Monitor only
Pk o 6m9

Outfall 002'- Apnl 1, 1977, until August 3L, 19_79

TR - - ©15.0 mo/l,

Total dlssolved f R
~. v 'solids [T - Lo - - 750,
Ircn (toctal) - . L :

0
, 2.0
Manganese . - . .= o= . Lomg/l
5.0

: ‘Ollandqrease L= - = = - 18
*. Boren o - - - - by
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aTemperature &1ﬂwts=-ﬂ".-

“-;l.fFThe maxlmuv temyeratuxe rise ahove nataral *emneratdres
S ghalls no* -exceed . 2 ?8°C (5“?} at’ th& eage of the m1x1ng
g zone. b L .

-2;,,Water tenperature et *epresenhatlvp 10c&thﬁS of the-
_--edge of the mixing zone shall not exceed the maximum
,glxmlts in the permlt during more than ! percent of
 the hours in the 12-month period ending with any
.. month.  Moreover, at no time shall the temuexature
.4 al such locatiocns: cheed the max1mum permlt Timits :
‘-;;by more than 3°F. -u\ o . i : T

S 3. In the' event the permittee is unable to cemsly ‘with
. . the above thermal limitations, he will provide .
~sufficient off-stream, recirculating cooling
' capacity, . designed for year-round cperation. The
blowdown (dlscharge water} from the system sha‘l
SR ; contain no slimicide antifoulants. or corrosi
[ e ey - “inhibitors for which. written approval has not been
oo o U secured from the Regional Administrator and the
‘ﬂ'IlllﬂOls Envlronmenta’ Protectlon écency.

e hlelted tc level that wlll act Cause rece1v1ng water to
g exceed the State water qLallty standard. . :

T o S s g o o 2 . G
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i Conpllance schedule

Tbe company was requlred te adhere to the follow*ng'

e compllan e ‘schedule.

‘ ;Complet10n of conversicn to 100% S e
. sacondary fiber furnish . . March i, 1975

Attainment of interim effiuent ol
~limitations . “oMay 1, 1975
Submission of final olans and e
specifications C 0 July I, 1973
. Progress reports On Qtages 3 -
-+ and 4 ~ .+ March 1, 1976
. Progress reports on stagef 3 : '
: and 4 . : October 1, 1376

Completion of c:nstruculon S March 1, 19%7

Start of :ull operation - April 1, 1937

-Agpeal o;;permlt ccndltloqs

On November. 25 19?4 the company requested an .
adjudicatory hearlng, but EPA had not yet held the hearing
by the time we completed our review in April 1975. The
company challenged the following permit conditiocns..

1. Schedule of compliarce

‘ ~The company claimed it had a comprehensive water
-\ . management program underway with the: end objective
: - of designing and constructing a waste water treat-
%7 ment: facility capable of producing an-effliuent of
_\oquality .hich would consistently meet EPA reyuire-
... ments. It stated the final <reatment facility
could be built and in cperavion by June 1978 .
providing a very ti ght tire schedule was followed.
¢ wanted the compliance schedule amended to
prov1de for at alnlng full operaticn on June 39,
19?8 ' S : R :

2. rfluent limitations

The company stated that'efflu nt
EPA standards were acceptable, b
the use of bo;h EPA we’gkt and'§
- limits.

1i wlts based on
t it challenged
a2

.
.
tate concentration

3. Frequency of monitoring for ROD
The conmpany challenged the need for moritoring. BOD

on a daily basis, stating the same infermation- could
be obtained with:less freguent testing. :
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71?4; '%o11*0r1 G reqnlrewents For horon

'ijne gunszny knew of no bacls for 1nclusion of boron
L ‘

xfas ar, »L-: nent . uharacte*1st1c.

5. Re gort&nc reﬂulrements

" The company uﬁ&‘T-hqea the vequlrﬂme it for submit-
:tlng mon’torlng reports to both regien V and the
Illinois State water polluticn contrel agency. It
© claimed it was unnecessary and redundant.

"Regarging the company's request for a compliance
schedule modification, we noted that the EPA Office of
"Enforcement, National Field Investzcatlcn Center, visited -
‘the plant in July 1974 and commented:

“The [company] has embarked on.a »omuvehen51ve
program. to bring themselves ¢nto,compllance with
the Illinois Water Pollution Control Board Order’
of July 18; 1974. - This program will bring them
to -levels of discharge better than BATEA [best
available technology economically achievable] for
~the Paperboara From Waste. Paper Subcategory of
the Pa1p, Paper, angd’ Paperboara P01nt Source
o Categor
’ Slnce the coppan" challenged most of the permit condi-
" tiprs, theése conditions were not enforceable and therefore
no: v1clatlcns were noted.

A ReglOu v sald on chember 19, 1375; that the company -
““had not accepted FPA's proposals for ;esolvznc the challenge

anéd that the matter would be referred to an Acm1w1strat1vo

Zaw Tudge, ¢r. s chadulgnc a DrehEarlng con;e*eﬁce.

,EXAHPLE NO.17, MANUFRCTURER OF INORGANIC PIGSZsTS-4

<, COMPANY OPERATING 'UNDER STATE. STANDARDS BEFORE . : )
ISSCABCE OF "PERMIT. AND* EPA. ENFCRCEMENT ACTT“‘

PRV I

*ne com;anv. a-manufacturer of increanic.pigments, is.

”leCatEQ din Illinois ard. dischargew. irZo a- segrert cfl a

creek which is designated . effluent limited.:. ~he company

»Capplied for. a _ﬁlaﬂharge,:ermlt urder the old Refuse Act in

. September 1971, PFegicn ¥V issued the'ccﬁpany an HPDES permit
on :euruary 40, 1874, w1th an. ex ratlan date of December 31

L1878, : :
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: xBaSie‘for‘effluent limitations

Flnal EPA e;fluent guldellnes wers not’ alelab*e for

'f‘_thls industry when the- permit was- iIssued, 'and effluent

limitations were based for the most part Lo AR Il‘anLS

lifeffluene standards.,

'hffluent llmltatlons

The pernlt conta ned the follow1ng effluent limitations.

: v," S ‘Daily , A
‘Characteristic = maximuom Basis
. Caémiwm (total} . .05 mg/l . Present quality plus
B ' : ©.025 mg/I which is
- still more restrictive
than State standard
of 0.15 mg/i
o Lead {total} - A';l‘mg/l  V " State seahdafd
Cyanide Pt .025 mg/1 - 'Steie standard
‘ 1TSS R ,"15‘mgfl B Sﬁéte standard
:’*;21nc w\‘_  ;:' :f:' 1 mg/l SRS St;terstandard
'*‘Mercury (tctal) .0005 mg/l f State stanaard
:pH_ "-Yxﬂ Sty 6 to 9 : f "‘EPA galdar:e

‘No dlscharge of floatlng sollds or v151ble foam ln other
than. trace amounts. . . .

‘9:’Compllance schedule
: The companv was- within the requlreﬂ eetluent limits at
‘_the time the permlt was ‘issued .so: no compglance scredule
was 1ncluded in the permit. :

Adherence to permlt.condltlons

: SPA's records indicated that during the perioé of Apriil
to -June 1974, the company exceeded effluent limits for

.~ mercury, lead, and total suspended solids. During the next

period, July to September 1974, the company failed to
monitor pH. ' :



- APPENDIX IT - '. SR e © . . BPPENDIX II

‘:Erforcewen* actlcns

FER EPA 1ssued a notxf*caticn of v1olat10n on Auc1st 12,
1974, to the company. On Octocber 29, 1974, EBA also issued
‘~an.adm1nlstratlve order to-the company citing viclaticn of

. effluent limitaticns and failure to menitor pHE. The company
'was also cited for failure to submit a notification of.
rnoncompliance and for not using a separate dlscharge

“ mcnltorlnq report for each mohnth.

On'November 6, 1974, the companv replxed to the EPA
_j”o*der, giving the follow1ng exp;anetlcns for the apparent
- vxc;atlens.

1; Failure to monltoe pH was an oversight.

2. AThe llmlts for 1ead and mercury were not actually
- exceeded. . The apparent violations resulted from
the testing labo:atory failing to make the analy51s
tc a: low enough concentratlon. '

3. The limit for. total suspended : so;1d= was exceeded
' because the’ total suspended =ollds of ‘the 1ntake
water was exceedingly hlgh due  tQ heavy rzins angd !
~ - the 1ake "turnl G cver. ' e

R TN notice of poncompﬁiance wis not submitted because
- of inexperience :in operating under the NPDES permlt
. program and therefore was an over31gh

15;.,5 separa;e dlscbarge mon1to:1ng report was not
o submitted each month because the lnstructlone fer:
*'reportlpg we*e ‘unclear

b i Reglon V stated on Wovember 19, 1975 thaf dtscharge
- monitoring reports received from the company since 1ssua1ce
of. the administrative order showed that fhe comnanv was

' meetlng all effluent 11mleatlons.n.

ucmpany‘comments

o “An official of the ccwpany told us that ﬁlu only com~
~“lalpt about the NPDES program was the excessive paperwork.
He stated that the progranm did not add any-additicnal )

~effluent limitations for-the company, since it was already

-‘operating uncer Illinois standards before receiving a permit. -
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'EXAMPLE NO. 8, MANUFACTURER OF~CEL$OPHANE—¥A§TERN§TIVE

-+ FINAL EFFLUENT LIMITS COVER CONTINUED DISCHARGE INTO

-WATERMAY FND CO(\ECTIOV ;O PUBLIC&& OWNED TRE“‘MEﬂT
PLANT

; ?he COmpany located in Pennsvluanla, manufacturas

polyvmeric-coated cellophane and researches and develops fibers

and: £ilms. -It discharges waste water from five ‘vutfalls into
“a.trib ufary of thée Delaware River. The companv applied for a

. permit in June 1971 under the old Refuse Act program. Region h

©III issued a S-year NPDES permit to the. compary, effective
August 30. 1974. :

B . \

, In December 1973 the coméanyjentered into. an agreenent
with a Pennsylvania municipal authority to send industrial
wastes resulting from its operations to a regional sewage
treatment plant for which plans and specificatidns had been
prepared and a Federal censtruction grant of $24. 3 mllllon

,'had bnen IEC61VEu-.

o e rev1ewed.the permlt effluent lvmltatlons for the
f’compa xy's process waste water alscharge., The permit was

" written with two sets of final effluent limitations: one
. .which will apply after the company connects to the regional
i sys%em and the other which will -apply if the- company does
¢ not tie’ 1nto tbe system by July 1, 1977.

-

f_Bas*s for effluert ﬁlmltatlons

. ?1nal EPA guidelines. For the 1ndustry ha& been ﬂubllshed

" “before the. ‘permit was issued. According to .a region III

- engineer,. however, the effluent 'limitaticns applicable after
_the ccmpany ‘ties into the regional system were based on 'data
- furnished by the compapy and-were more stringent than EPA

-f;wou;c have: imposed using: the final ‘gquidelines. Of the final.

- effluent limits applicable, if the company ddes. not tie into
- the razgional snstem.bf July 1,-1977, only the limits imposed

. for chemical oxygen demand and pH would be based gn the. pral

‘guidelines. " The Yimits on biochemical oxygen dermand and
total suspended sollds were-based on the more: stringent
requ‘:ements cof the Delaware River Basin Commission. The
- temperature 1 m}t was proposed by the conpany and was more
'istrlngen+ thdn he region III ctandard.4 . -

‘;Effluent llmlua o ]

. The oerm*t.contalned the follow1ng effluen+ llmltatloqs
for the dlsch*rge ‘we reviewed. :

&a
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Limitations

EURTIS TR PR B Daily . S paily
o Chaz&cteristic s #”.‘avera e maximum
S ‘.‘; _‘,n‘ o T Tpounds¥ -

(From 8»30 74 to 6-30- 77 or cate of tie-in to
reglonal system. ) ‘

@emp°r=tjre : T Nof to exceed 104°F

Chemical: oxygen demand - - 8,816 - - - - 35,368
»-BODS ; o 4,089 T 14,348
TSS -, B ; 2,353_,‘ - 718,511

BE - 609

(From date of contrlautlon cf part of effiuent
to the regional system to 8-30-79.) ’

Temperatare " 'Not to exceed. 104°F

" Chemical oxygen uemapd ' 959. 5,754
BOD5 S o - 38 A o211,
“TES SR o S 383. - . 1,343

(From. 7-1-77, if company has not tied in to
reglonal system, to 8-30- 79 or date of t‘e—ln }

\ Temperature L . Not to exceed 104°F

.\ Chemical oxygen éemand - .- 8,816 - . 24,3%0
. 'BOD5 (note 2} : T : : '
- TSS (note b} S R ‘

~pH e 6 o 9

- @pelaware River Basin Commission allocation of

, first—sgage 0xycen,ﬁemard for the company's
plant is 670 po: paa a day. This is egual to
529 poands a-day of -BOD5. ZAny remaining-wastes
after oz in liea of a tie-in to the regional
system must not exceed this allocation. ‘

Ppotal suspended solids load limit for this plant
1g:2,182 pounds a gay,; cor 90 percent reducticn
of total suspenrded solids in raw waste load,
whichever is more stringent. This requirement.
will apply in liev of a tie-in to the reglonal
syctem. :

el
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' Compliance schedule

S The pezmit:cdntéined theifollowingiéompiiance schedule.
Submit to;EPA reéion:illﬂan
executed contract with the

Pennsylvania mun1c1pal - S
autho11ty._ B - hugust 31, 1974
;Reports of progress,toward
.- contribution of wastes to _ . ' ,
‘;‘the reglonal system. S Every & months

,ﬂAdherence to permlt condltlons

. The company submltted the requlred conplwance and
; alscharqe mcnltorlng reports. In.a March 5, 1975, memoran-
L dum,;a reglon IIT official reported that an inspection of
the campany'’s plant to verify compliance with permit condi-
tions disclosed no: discharge violations. The company

' reported to EPA on March 21, 1975, that design work

recessary for. ‘the tie-in to the: reglonal ‘system was more than

"ﬁ _?5 parcent conpleted.

3 A req;on III representatlve told us:in Aprxl 1975, that
(1) construction of the regimnal project had not yet started

'ﬂ-'but cempletlon of construction was planned -for Janhary 1977,
- {2) a pumping station needed to convey the company's waste

' water +to.the regional treatment plant might be funded'in

‘fTJanuarV 1976, and (3) it was too early to tell whether the

‘company would be able to comply w1th the July I, 1977,
;udeadllne.,‘ : .

" EXAMPLE NO. 9, PRODUCER OF CHLORiﬂE ANDnCAUSTIC
 SODA--TINAL GUIDELINES LEGS REGTRICTIVE THAN
SOME OF THE PERNIT EFFLUENT LIMITS '

Wne compapy, located in WlSCQnSln, produces chlorlne and
caustic soda by electrolysis . using. mercury cells. The . v
.. company discharges its waste water into the Wisconsin River, .
~which is designated as effluent limited. The company appsled

for a discharge permit under. the old Refuse:Act program in-
November 1971. Region V issued the company an NPDES permit
“on September 28, 1973, which explres on July 31, 1978. )
,'WlsconSLn moaltled the permit. in. October 1974.

Basis for efFluen llmltatlon

‘ : flnal guidelines were publlshed after issuance of
- the permlt. ‘The permit effluent limits for suspended solids
-and. pn were based .on EPA interim guidance The limits for
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?_"Comgflance sched ule~

- Avpswz\ n_f T e A,Ppsnﬁm I

iﬂ'mercu:v and re51aual cnlorlne were orlclnal$y basea.on EPA
.. national pollcy but. were. subseauently Odlfled at the
'pnrmlttee s request.,u : :

T'Effluent llmltatlons

Thb followlng table shows the nermlt effluent limits and .
; the ef‘luent lamlts contalned in EPA 5 flnal guzdelxnes.

e Dlschsrae lnmm:ﬁnons _
From date of S .
permit until Frum 1-01-77 -~ EPA finzl
12-31-76 . until 7-31-78 -~  quidslines
, Ra . Daily Daily = Daily. Daily  Daily Taily
" Characteristic = = averaje maxims .average maximm  average mExXimazn

, —————— (kilograms}-
~Netsuspendeafsonﬁs o270 s40 - 46 92 . 93 - 198

Meroury L0600 136 045 L0917 - 045 . .91
i 3551dua1 chlorlne ' varylng levels as5. 4 - NA ®A
o f 68 . 6w Gtos

CTemperature . - - - = =" o My, 5F U N/A WA

- Yiver or

‘j Tﬁe permlt coqtalned the following compliance schedule.

Repor; of progress. - " "March 31, 1974
Completion of final-plans - December 31, 1%74

Commence construction . - June 30, 1975
. 'Report .of cons;ructlon : S T
. progress: .- - March 31, 1976

Completion of construction September 30, 1976
) Aktalnnent of operaticnal leve‘ Decemkter 31, 1%76
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—fAdherence to germlt cona1h10n¢ and o

;“;,enforcement avt;ons

The company falled o submlt a notlflcatlon of complet101

_;i,'of final plans by December 31, 1974, and the State issued a
g gnoglflcatlon of noncomp1lance on February 1? 1875.

sl On October 27 and 28, 1973, the company "exceeded its
o'daily maximum limits for mercury. . EPA issued an administra-
‘tive order on December 18§, 1973, and on December 28, 1973,

' the company replied that necessary corrections had been
. made. On February 12, 1974, another order was issued which

-]dealt‘with~excess‘mercury which ocecurred on Januarv 4, 1974.°
- The order reguired the company to use extended sampling

. procedures and report.the results vhen. any one part of a.

' 24-hour sample exceeded the daily maximum mercury limit. On

- June 10, 1974, another order was issued citing the many
violations of pH-and residual-chlorine limits and the

failure of the company to submit reports explaining the

~ noncompliance. = The company replied on June 24, 1%74, out-
~lining: the difficulty it had in meeting the compliance

requirements, its belief that it had been complying with

- reporting reguirements, and its opinion that the pH and

chlorine limits could.-not be reasonably met.. ©On July 3, 1974,
it requested changes in the initisl chlorine and pH limits.
and a schedule for. achieving the original final limits on
chlorine earlier than originally scheduled. These reguests

;f2 were approved, and the permit was modified on Octcber.5, 1974..
K. letter from EPA-on February 27, 1975, indicated it was

satisfied with the company's coupliance with the administra-
1-tive-0rdér and-planned ng. further enforcement action.

'-Comnany com:ents'

_ A comparv ‘official said hls main criticism of the ;
permit procr“m was that . maximum effluent limits were overly
strict and that some violation of the limits was almost
.inevitable because of fluctuations in the production process.
This official stated that the only construction currently
underway was for pH treatment and completion was expected -
about June 3%, 1975. He stated that the company had spent
$2°million . cn pollution control and had added two people

to handle the monitoringrand reporting requirements. - In

" his opinion, EPA and the State failed to consider whether

the reductlc1 in polLutlcn to be achieved was worth the
cost.. .
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.  ExAM§LELNogils;fﬁAxﬁPACTuREﬂoy PAPER PRODUCTS=-FINAL
. GUIDELINES DUELISIED AFTER ISSUANCE OF PERNIT WERE

.. KOT APPLICABLE ©0 PERWMITTEL'E PRODUCTS AND
- ADJUDICATORY HEARING WAS PENDING

: The compapy, a manufacturer oF paper p*oducts, is locatea
in Wisconsin: and d*schavges into the Fox Rivers, désignated -

"; effluent- limited. The company applied for a discharge permit
“under: the: Refuse Act in March 1971,  Wisconsin.issued an XPDES

permit to-the conpanv on.; Farch 22,.1974. ' The -permit expires
on December 31 is78. : S

'7Ba51s for effluent‘llmltatichs‘

Final EPP gdlde1¢nes were not ‘available for the indus-

. ‘try:when the permit was issued, and the effluent limits were

Corquality sfdnuﬂras‘gcr tenperature-mixing-zone guidelines.

“"based on EPA interim guldarce and. State standards. EPA
‘_publlqhed final guidelines for-the pulp and paper industry
in May 1974 but . accordirg:-tc an EPA official were not
applicable to the tvpe of paper product manufactured by the
,ccmpany : :

‘g~v5ff1uent linitaticrs

S ‘The permlt con*alned the fo‘low1ng effluent. llm1ts~
: wblch ;had to be met Wltbln the specxfled tlve frames.

leltatlons--'
e enooo i T pDaidly o T Daily -
'ﬂCharaCteriStic‘ ‘ average'. maximum . Basis
'- R (kllograms) a

*_;(Mar 22 1974-- June 33,‘1977)

'fjsons o [ 7,795 23,390  State order

' ‘Suspended solids' ' 9,140 27,410  State order -
PR i 6 to 9. - - EPA interim guidance

 (uly 1, 1977 - Dec. 31, 1978)

" B0D5 : o 2,63 .~ 8,040 EPA interim guidance

" Suspended solids 2,680 - 8,040 EPA ‘interim guidance

. Settleable SOlldS - . --.80.,1 . EPA interim guidance

CpH : : & to 9 EPA interim guidance
aﬂgkl‘H

The pexmlttee was alsp‘reqtired to initiate a study to deter- -
mine the measures to be taken to comply.with Wisconsin water

o
(%3]
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izacOmsllance schedule f‘i:w”

e APPENDIX II

. Because,tne cempany was not meetlng flnal ef@luent lexts'
-~ when the permlt was 'issued, the followlng compllance schedule

“31was made part of the permxt.‘-

S Progxess report
_Preliminary plans
./ Final plans =~
Commence construction
Complete constructicn

Attaln operatlcnal level

'ﬁThermal study-

Prellmlnary report’

Progress report
Progress report:
Fxnal report

f» Appeal of permlt ccndltlcns l

On %ay 14,

Sebteﬁbet 30, 1974

. March 31, 1975
. December -31, 1975
~June 30, 1976 -

March 31, 1977

"June 30,_1971

!December 31, 19?4

June 30, 1975

: 'Harch}31,,1°?6
. September 3¢, 1976

1974, the conpany recuested X318 adjuﬁlcatory

' hearlng in’ whlch it challenge& the fol 0w1ng permit cordxt:cqs-

e 1. The deflnltlon of best practlcable treatment for
wi varlous types of pulp and paper plants. ' :

2; EfflLent-l mltatlons for Boa anﬂ suspendeé solide

3.; Mon;torlng requlrements.‘

g Accordlnq to reglon V, the State and the company <1gnad
.a stipulation on March 4,.1975, and 2 modified permit, 1ssue&

"e<ﬂon May 26, 1975, allowed net effluent limitations and-

“,:1ncreased the alloweble dlacharge of susnenced sollds.

: *e,Adrereﬂce'eo pEImlt condlflons

- No: permlt-V1olatlons;hed~been hated,e'

e

L
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°afTE§ EEEEPLES gr MﬁﬁICI?ALfﬁpazs ésﬁﬂlés’

The lG exampies elsuussed below are- representatlve of -

'eﬂ_ﬁhu 120 municipal permits included in our sample.  The

f}examnles highlighted individual instances of progress and
" ‘problems of: 1mp1eeent.ng the NPDES permlt‘program as ‘

i dlscussed ‘in the ﬂoéy of the: repozt..

: e Lﬁe glos:arv of terms ‘and ae lnltlcnb 'n appendix Iv
~ will be helpful in understanding. the effluent limitations

B contalned ln.;he permits.

’;fEXnMPLE NO 1—-PIAhT CAPABLE -QF MEELINC JbLV 1, 1977,

‘“f,WATER.QLALITY RECUIREVENTS WITHOUT UPGRADING

SH The nun1c13‘1 waste water treatmeqt plant is lccated in
 Wisconsin and discharges into a river which is classified as
.~ water quality limited. The plant has a treatment capacity

1 of 4:35 million gallons a day and'was designed to obtain 95

'v}fpercent BOD ana 3 ‘percent suspended sollda renoval.

o I The. wunlcipallty schmitted its nnrmlt appllcatlon on:
: September 19, 1973, end the Stdte issued a NPDES permit on
. October 30,.1374_ The permittee is able xo achieve required
effluent limits, but the permlt expires on ' June 30, 1977, to

: ;?Acoincide with. “1anned basin study for the area.

72jEfflnent llml‘atlons

i The rac1l;tv mus; na*ntaln Lhe follow1ng effluent
;'llmztatlons.:

Limitations

L : = Monthly . - Weekly
Cnarac*e isgic average = average
: '_,Outfali 0012 | |
- BODg : : 29 ﬁg/f“f o 3o“mg/1
Suspencec.sol*a§ . 20mg/1 30 mg/l
- Fecal coliform: : 206/1Ca ml 400/100 ml -
PR S 6 tc 9. - '
'.oLf al1 502 {byrassi: :
Fecal coliforn  403/100 ml

67



: fAPPENDIKJiiI“'f S ... " APPENDIX III

:"quorcement actlcns

o " The Vovember 1974 dlscharge mcnltorlng report indicated
~the. treAtment,plant exceeded its monthly average for
suspended’solids and had not reported saspendea eplids on
- 'a 3aily basis. The State had requested inrormation from its
“district office concerning the vielation, but the matter was
unresolved as of February 27,.1975. A municipal official
. said the plant haa dlffxculty meeting the suspended solids
R s ‘limits during wet weather, but he did not consider it a
oo serjous problem.  Wisconsin officials told us in November
: ©oeon o0 .1975 that, on the basis of recent discharge monitoring
‘reports, the dlscharger was now in compllance with the
permlt limitations..

Muaicipal‘comments

P A mun1c1pal off1c1a1 told . us that he belleved the permit
L limits were reasonable- and that the facility should be able
©.0 7 to.comply.  This oifficial was optimistic about the NPDES
program and felt the time frames were reasonable. He said
“that anothar good feature of the program was that it forces
o industries to more clcsely monitor their discharges into
- municipal- facilities and as a resuit they are watching. thelr
L;watel usage more closelv.

- EXAMPLE NO. 2--FUNDING PROVIDED FOR UPGRADING
' TREATMENT] PLANT BUT NOT PRUVIDED FOR IMPROVING
J‘__COLLECTION SYSTEM

: : The mun1c1pal waste water treatment plant,- located in
{fIllanlS, discharges into the East Fork of the La Moine _
-River, designated water guality -limited.  On April 23, 1973,
- ‘wher the municipali”y applied for a discharge permit, it was.
- operating a .5 million gallons a day facility which was
e . oo obtaining 30:te 65 percent BOD remcval. ~Regica V issued a
IR RELTE S gj;_NPDES permlt on July 12, ?974 It explres February 28, 1973.

. .Effluent 1 1tatlon

: The- followlng ﬁff?uen limit atgons, basea geperally on
'A”,Stahe standqras, were to he achleved in the- tlne frames
spec1;1ea.- :
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Characteristic

:LC" :
u~pended sol;d5¢‘ =3
- Ammonia nitrogen . .- : HQ de;erwlnar*
"~ Residual chlcrire. ER O pien ‘v--.f‘ 0.75 mg/1
.. Fecal ¢ oliform . = - -’B”XIGO nlr; e 200/100 ' mY
copEL ~iyp;~¢_';at~.-ﬁ”; 6to9 - . 6troS§

"}?”c llcnce schccuTe.

i ”he mun1c1pallty hac recelved a: Federal ccistructaon Sl
4‘3»crant cn Suné 2§, 1973, and ‘an additioral erant on
- S February 11,-1%74. When the ‘permit was issued, copstructlon
S - of new iacilities was already. underway. T?e followin
Sk comclzan*e .schedule, included 'in the pen.it; was an es*lmate
_‘jof the ti me ‘needed to cowc;ete cngOLng ccnstruct1on. )
e S T Proaress ‘eport : - L;]T'i- Eecember 31 1975
e e Complete conmstructicns | "7 " March 31,.1975 -
Cn Lt '.;, A*taln operdtlonai levez‘ﬁ _Li;f%ay 31,1975

I Alsc; the mun;c1pa11ty neeas to lﬁgrove 1ts col lecﬁlan
-,vsysue“. This project, however,. is ranked 839 cut cf 979
‘pProjects on the f’scal year 1975 State: arlorlty list,. and

. Federal . grant funds are net currently a"aliable for the - e
ft_yrcject. ‘f*'., e T A Sy e et B RTINS S

fﬁEnforcement act&on- 1ff_ f'?"“

ok As of Aprll 8 19?5 E?A had nct rece11 the “rogress

 report due ‘on, Decermber 31, 1974, and the d1~cna*ne monitoring
.- report due on January 28, 1975.. As'of Zpril 1975, EPA., ST ;
T apparently had taken no followun action to. dete*mlne why . : T
R R these reports had nct been submltteu. o o BRI R

S e v H i JETTE S <
o) L TEI - ©

et Ageoriing to teqgicn ¥, on.. ulv 17 1973, ‘the T'egz.c
Sl e o sent the permittee a notificaticn of noncompliance letter
reGWLrlqg subm153101 of the discharge monitoring reports and
. a report on comcletion of censtruction. The permittee com-

'",pl¢eh on July 24, ‘1975, but because: the discharge. monitoring.
- -repcrts were incerrectly f£ilied.out a second letier was sent o
: o it the parmittee on’August 29, 1975, ané. the reports were - - .
o .o restukmitted correctly filled out. The rermittee attained
R S the new operaticnal leveL ir accorcance with permit : . R
. _Y*v~fzequ1rements. e i B , , I S

P
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- EXAMPLE NO. 3--PERMITTEE ISSUED SHORT-TERM PERMIT
AND REQUIRED 10 APPLY FOR FONDING OF BYPASS

e WASTE TREATHENT

L The muﬂlCLPal waste water - treatnent plant located in .
~Illincis, has a treatment capacity’ of 3.4 million gallons a
+day and discharges. into the Reck River; which is classified

" as water‘quality'limite&.‘ APplication'icr a discharqge perﬂ’t‘7
7 was- submitted on May 7, 1374, and region V 1ssued a NPDES:

ff“permlt to the mun1c1pal¢ty on July: 31, 1974. The permit
,,explres February Y977, , .

: -~
'fEffLueqt llmltatlons

The treatment plant must meet the fol‘aw1ng State wa*er

7-@‘-quéllty standards.

“30'-day"‘: L

- : Carithreticmean - arithmetic mean

; Chanxiexlmuc Concentzation .u;ght, © Concentration  Welght
'MJS bl 20 my/l 258 kg/day C30mg/l -
Suspermd solids Bmyl 3._22 Ko/day _33 ng/1 L
Fecaloohfom 200}1:;0 mL L ' 406/_100 mo -
w Gtegata.ltmm | '

_;x-Themazﬂﬁﬂl.he o dlsjuuge:of fhxnnng solldscn:vaslh’e ﬁxmx;n.cthcr
“f”than~uaxe ‘amounts. ‘ ST R SR '
ﬂﬁE'we¢ght lnmis in the nanmﬁ:here:caﬁxﬁenxxnng the concentration

: vlumts &ﬂpnamed.n1ngfn am:thecksyyszaﬁcf'B-4nullux1galhxs a -
Sday.) :

‘;“Compllancé sche&uie N

A The followxng compliance schedule was lncluded in the
"permlt for bypass waste trnatnent.;v »

"a}._?ermlttee sﬁall formally app1} for necessary
"' grant funds to provide the necessary bypass
"waste: treatment within two months after the
effective date of this permit if" appl;catlon
has not beeﬁ led previousiy.

b) Permittee must prcv1du optimum operation and
© ‘maintenance ¢f the existing waste treatmwent
facility and the maximum practical fliow shall



©OAPPENDIX III . . aAPPENDIX IL.

Le conveyed to the treatment’ f»ﬂi’i*ylbc
‘produce.as hich guality of effluent as
.;reasonably poss;b‘e. :

*c) Permittee chn receﬁpb e¢ grant fun
- prior to expiration of this pe:mlt s%all
~achieve conpl‘anae with reguired effluent
“limitations in accordance Wlth the
~following schedule:.
©° .1}, Submit preliminary plamns within'3
i months after receipt of Step 1
“o+ 0 funding.
'2) - Submit final plans and epecxflca*lc
. within 9 months after recelpt of"
L Step Il fvmding.
3} - Commence ccnstruction w1th1n 3 months
.. after receipt of Step III funding.
4} - Subrit a ceonst rthlOﬂ progress report
.. 6 months after start of construction.
-5} Complete constructlcn vithin 12
< . months: after start,of construction.
. 6) Opecrational level attained 1 month
‘ 7azter cowp¢etlﬂn oF ~construction.”

Op Septewbe* 30 1974, the mun lClpdllt{ requﬁsted and
'*ecelved ‘a 60-day extension fcr compliance with the schedule. -

‘The municipality submitted a ‘grant aopllcatlor to tnc State
in November 1974‘

'"qucrcement act101s

‘ On January 3. 1“?5 reglon \Y notlflea the ‘municipality.
‘that’ its discharge monitoring report showed that it had
'slightly exceeded thé permit limits for BODr and suspended
« solids. Also, the munxc;nal¢ty failed to report the level
of res*dual chlcorine ip its discharge. The an1c1pa11ty
.respended on January 8, 11975, that it had reported maximu
daily test values for ROD» and suspended solics rather than.
- the: arithmetic mean and. :ﬁat the failure ;o report *he lewel
';Gf'ZESldhal chlorine was GL‘OVeLblqn~-=

o

“¥irdcipality's comments

Municipal officials hat the biccest problem

o
wo
3ot

o £01d

with the NPucS program s the monitoring anu reportin
‘requirements.  THe said’that monitcring waz 2 full day’s

job! and was. a burcen ¢ni their three-man staff They ‘also- :
felt a simpler system cculd ke develdped to report effluents
rathér than using the arithmetic mean. They said, hQWEVu-, a
they were not having any serious prcblems irn meeting the

effl R :

gent bimite.

c e
e






" EXIMPLE NO. 4--SHORT-TELRM PERMIT ISSUED:
-g'?ﬂgﬁ;x; IS UNLKELY FOR NEEDED UBGRADIRG

ﬁe munxcxp&i was te uater treatment piant. locatea in

”3W1sccﬁszn.lu‘schazges into a creek aesxgnated as water qua‘lty‘

“ limited. <The State issued the nunxcxpaizty a permit on

October 30, 1974.  The permit expires on April 30, 1877. The

municipality was number 115 out of 515 projects on the fiscal

year 197% State priority list, but ‘only: tne flrst 80 ﬁrcjecta e

‘were: exp&cted o He Eunﬁed. "

"~Baq15 ¢ar ezaluen* llmxtatlons

T:e ata;e based the perm&t llmxtatlops on Lbﬂ treabﬁen
plza nt ‘s current cagabxlxty._ :

Effluent lzmltatlaas

! The permit prescribes the following effluent limitaticns.

' timitatiCns

S w Memthlyo oo S - Weekly
Characteristic " Height Gmmrumumu ‘B%gmt Concentration
’ SN uauza} o -ff mctzas ' .

e 1,324 kgféay 146 ng/l 1,986 ngCay 210 mg/1
Cns?ended solids . l,eﬁl kgfcay 200 mg/1 - 2,837 kg/day 300 mo/l
'-ufécal collfcnn ~f. S By 200{100 mo o = 460[1%& ml

"faﬁﬁﬁe humxslchﬁcaeidesuprkx‘aE2 Srullnngalxraaaday.

| f i1C0ﬂPl1anCe scheéule :

o ¥o camplxance scheéule was lncluded in the permlt,‘
because it was w*lxkely a. ?edcral constrhctloﬁ qraqt would
T‘be regexveé. : . . .

'EnForcenar* ac*lc“s _ e L e

”_;?ere were no vlclatlcns of the permlt as oﬁ Februa:y 27..

©1975. 'Region V said on ‘November 1%, 1975, that the permittee

. _exuerienccu some problems with its chlorinator durxng July

. and August 1975 & but tnat t‘ese hro"\lens Have now been.
' corrected,g :

72

- " APPEWDIX III

il -

e A g g i i st




APPENDIX m

. EXAMPLE 1O.
. GRANE YD PROGRESSTNG TOWARD TRE 1 ??

| APBLNDIX iz

- PERMITTEE mamnm A CONST f::*r:z A
EOUIRLVE “:::

PR
Q

The mdnlclﬂal waste water *reatmeﬁt plan t;';ccateﬁ in

: fPénnsylvanaa, was operating a 1.0 million gallons a day

primary treatment facili¢y. The munmclpa‘lty applied for

‘a NPDES permit on April 1§, 1973, and region III issue

':»f15-year KPDES pe:nzt to the munxcznalxtv on March i1, 374.._

RTINS i aml s

' COmpliénce schedule

".Ba51s for'effluent llmvtdtlors

o *he permit reuulrea the munxclnallty to achieve =
=ecowdary treatmeﬂt not later thaq July 1, 1977,

'aEffluent zmz atlcn

The perwlt prescrxbes the ‘cllQWLng efflaent limitations.

Amerage e¢tu£¥¢ cmxx?t:atlan kwaxmeseffldent loadings .
L e 30-consecutive - T-comsacutive
Char~ﬂxﬁnst1c : ;dag;ﬁxmod " day period . 30ﬂ§3¥§£nt1ve,d@LEEmzod

.'fIntergaeffhxmt

~limitaticms: . _
CBEDs 0 130wy no 195mg/i 1,080 lbs/day 488 kg/day
Suspendsd i e _ : O :
solids =~ 130 mg/1 S 195 mg/l 1,080 ibs/day - 488 kg/day
Fécal R T ’ B R
. ocoliform . 2007100 ml - 400/100ml ' - -
oopE . 6wmoatalltimes R,
Eﬁn&leﬁfiwaﬁ:;' ; v o
l.uu tations: o , .

‘ Boas o 30mga . 45my/l 250 Ibs/day 114 kg/day
EE il Slll& 30 mg/Y - 45 o/l 250 Ibs/cay 0 114 kg/day
o Fecal . ‘ : o 2 B : '

7 ocolifem S 200/100m1 - 400/100mI. . - o~ -

TinoopH | & to 8 atall tizes ' T '

P
1

The :uwxc*oal;tn hagd recexv é.a Federal Coﬂst'ﬂr*101

- grant on Harch 22, 19‘3, to upgrade its plant to secondary
- treatmert. No compliance schedule was contained in the
~ permit although the grant was awarced before permit issuance.
ihe municipality was reguired to submit a compliance schedule

PR g

;.q“j’:



ujaggsﬁuxxﬁigz{.

'ﬁﬁy oct eber 3@3 19?4, but thls schedu e,was not submitted

‘;'wuntll Januvary 9, 1975. The consulting engineers told

‘regidn III that construction started July 15, 1974. ?ﬁey

L “expected construction to be completed by September 30,

1975, and final effluent llmltutxens to be auhlevea by
'Othber 30, 19?5. L

- ‘Enfercement actions

; The munacxpallty had not submitted all requxreé
‘ dlscharge menitoring reports.. A repert that was submitted
showed at least one efflvent limit was exceeded. Region IIX

‘considered the . vxelatxons to be minor and ‘tock no enforcement

% actlon._f

'nXAﬁPLE NO. §;~U¥REALESTIC S-YEAR PERMIT |

ThejmuniCipal authority, located ir Pennsylvania,
.-operates‘a primary treatment plant designed for a flow of
12 million gailons a day. It applied for a KPDES:discharge
- permit on September 27, 1%73. Region III issued a S~yéar

o permit to the authorzty on June 26, 1974. Because Federal

. construction funds are not available, it is unlikely the
%,autherity will be ahle~to meet the;197? requirements.

d.--~—~w

: Basxs for efi uent llmltatlons

The permit requlred the. mun1c1nal autho*lty to achleve

L secondary treatment by Septenber 30, 1976,

';3'Effluent ll&ktatlors ‘:u

= The autbarltg was to achleve the followzrg in texzm and
S flnal ef fluen; llEltat‘Oﬁs.v

14
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o Swar&ge efﬁlmt

centrationg . ¢ Mﬁnﬁgm e“ﬁxﬁnt hﬁxﬁnas
- ~ BG%xzm@cnhxve ?ﬁthﬁcuuxw& A
Chanaﬂzﬁnstlc - gay period - day gexnad 3G~cmmy§:n4ye .&a&
"f Interim effluﬁnt ’ e
‘ limitations: o S R . .
.- o 10wyl .. 180mg/l 12 Oeﬂlbséay;‘»éa{}ngday
“rsolids o 0w/l 105 mg/l - ‘7.000 lbsjﬁay 3,150 kg/day.
© - colifem | 2200/100 miL 00/100 ml e .-
. ‘PHO 6 ﬁD“atiLl times. IR -
: ;T‘Fﬁﬁﬂ;effhmmthE;’ .
. Y, G "45;:@}1? 3,000 m’«;s;day'l 350 ky/day
Suspended - k B .
- solids - 30 mfl 45 mg/1. 3 000 lbsfday ‘.359 kgfﬁay
- Fecal S . .
cc':lifom o azc@,flwml aéua,fmem R S
B B ta!?at all times’ I A
Duxnh&ﬂ "

am@mn‘« : Eunnmmsof Szxpﬂ.am alltnnes

. ashall ot exceed. ‘,Gﬁﬁflﬂﬂ m in 10 percent of saxp&es taken ua.zng
specified tune;zulaa .

+

4: '£_.5L]chFpl¢ance scheda*e ,é-

g ‘ Tbe ccmpllance schedule requlred ccnatruetlon to begtﬁ
.+ by Decembnr al, 19:4, and: be coﬁpleted by June 30, 1975.

: When »he pe*mx* was 1ssued. the authcrlty—s nr@jec; was
- ranked 113 on the Pennsylvania. fiscal year 1975 przc‘ltv

;;'z(f ©ooolist of 192 projects. The project did not receive funds in
i e oo fiscal vear 1975, and it was not oon a ten*atzva l*C* of
e g_pro;ects fundabie in &lSLa& vear 19?6 :

N v“ ch on III tG’d us it hlanned 0 amend: the. prescug

©-permit: after negotiation -to dexelqp more reasonable compliance -
‘.datess also, if legislative relief from the 1977 recuirements
i was not provided in the interim, the term of the permit would
. be shérternd to COLPL& wWith LFA neaa~uarters ncl*cy

~4
L



memwx T

"'EnfOECément acﬁlcns ;‘

~Fecal colzfcrm test resuLts wﬁre-nct bexng reporteé to

,._. :E§A,;n the discharge monitoring reports, because the
7 municipal authority did not have equipment needed for making. =~
the tests. Region III told the -authority:that- it was not '

ccaplying. with the dxschazge monitoring reporting require-

. ments and an outside laborattry. should be used to make the
_‘fecal collforﬁ tests if t&e authcrxty dld no* have the
_jequxpment needed,

: biunxcxpallty = cozmnents

a representatxve of the munxcxpal authorlty saic the

- authority had spent $173,500 for plans and specifications

to upgrade the plant to secondary treatment These plans

- were submitted to the Pennsylvania Department of Environ-

menta’ Resources, but they were not submitted to region III

»

T

. because the project was below the funding line. The

authority is currently paying off construction debts for the

. present plant and will not go forward with construction

required to achieve secondary treatment until a Federal
grant ‘is awarded. | The representative also said that,.

‘.since Federal funding was not available, it would be
S impossible for the authorxty pale] meet the . uuly 3. 1977,
- +deadline. :

L EXAMPLE hO 7—-UNREALISTIC’P“RHIT

: ?ne munxcxnal authorxty, located in Pennsylvania,

.. operates a .5 million gallons a day primary treatment plant.
- They epplied: for a permit on May 21, 1973, and region III
- issued a S-year NPDES permit on March 19, 1974. Because

.~ Fedéral construction funds were not avallabxe, it is unllxely

the authorlty will: achleve secondary treatsent by July 1.,

"Ba51s for effluert llmlta lons'

lhe‘permlt requlres He treatment planu to achlevn

;'éecondaryftrea*ﬂ ;t by Ju ¥ l, 19?7.

Effluent'iimiéatxons

The permit ‘“DOSEd the fcllowlng,interim and final

. effluent limitations.

76 .
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T i Average effluant ‘average efflust
, S - comcentrarions o - loadings
e i S0-oonsecutive | T-conBecutive | . I0-oonsecubive

. Chaxacteristic . dayperiod  Gayperied  day period

 1‘Int&ﬁtiéff1usnt
L liimi.tat;:i.c:sls:_‘f b , : ;
- BoD 130myl  195ma/l 542 lbs/day 244 /day
Suzpen e : :

solids . DOms/l 195 myl  s42 lbs/day 244 kg/day
-coliform . 200100 ml 00/100m. - o

P . 6to9atall times
Firal efflusnt G
lnﬁ¢atﬂxﬁ:

Eaas 3 rg/l . o 45 ma/1 wailﬁsléai.'. 85 kg/day

= Suspended R TR
 Solds -~ . "30mg/l  45mg/l 168 lhe/dmy 85 kg/day
“Pecal e . o ;
. cooliform - 200/100 w3 4%/ mL . - -
B 6w%atalleimes ..
. Compliance échédulél

- The authorit: was required tc submit a compliance

:; fsche&ule-to regiv> 1II within € months of the permit's
_~‘f;effgctive'éate,,shgﬁing-actiqns_and dates to be taken to
. <achieve secondary treatment. On. December 19,.19%974. 2 months

~after the schedule was due, EPA notified the authority by

‘letter that it had 5 days to submit the required schedule.

" The authority's consulting firm submitted a schedule, which
.. indicated compliance by June 1977; however, the .schedule was
'g'fponéitionaqunja Federal grant being offered by January 1975.

LR When the permit was issued, the project was ranked 118
on the Pénnsylvania fiscal year 1975 priority list of 192

. projects. The project was not fundable in fiscal year 1975

and was.not included on a tentative list of projects fundable

- in fiscal year 1976.

. Enforcement actions

- As of April 7, 1975, the authority had not submitted a
‘discharqe ‘tonitoring report. A representative of the
authority said it did not have the eguipment required to
make the fecal colifeorm test. Also, the plant was - S
. .experiencing a flcw creater than: that allowed by the permit.

R



e Apsmmm IIT.

& Eeglon EII haé nct accepted the suhmltted cc@pl1ance

.. schedule, but we wezre z0ld that,the ‘regicn planned to

- terminate the-present permit and to'issus a new perrxt
_hhxc“ we;ld expire on June 33. 1977. ’ s

S “un1c1pa;1ty S ccmments '

St The au Horlty told us that 1t spent $80 GGO for plans
‘and specifications. to upgrade the plant to seconiary treat-s

‘ment. The plans and specifications had been submitted to the

,,;Penaeylvanla Department of Envircnmental Resources but not

- to region IIXI because the project was below the funding line
on tha project priority list. The. authorxty will not pay
off the construction indebtedness for its present plant until
2000, and it wiil not proceed with secondary treatment

. constructlon untll it receives a Fedetul const:uctlen grant.

'_VEﬁAMPLE hO 8°-UVREALIS*IC PERMIT

‘The munzc1pal authorlty, located in Penpsylvanla,

‘;>operates a primary treatment plant designed for an average

~flow of .16 million gallons a day. The authority applied-

~for-a permit on May 14, 1973, and region IIT issued a .
- 3=year NPDES permit on- Novembez 13,1974,  Because Federal

' construction funds were not available, the authority
;probabiy wll? not meet the 1977 requlrementa._‘

4u.Basxs for ef‘luent lzmltatzons

- Ef‘luent iimitations were based narciy on State

7?feff1uent requiresents which wzre hlgher than sccondary'

treatment levels.  The authority was requlrea to achxeve
these treatment levels by July l, 19??

o Efflnent llmlfatlcns

e “ The authcrlty was to achleve the followxng lﬁterxm ard .
.‘1na1 effluent limitations. :

‘e

o
1 3
i
g
H

Lo
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ﬁyamﬁaeeffhﬁmt
lcadings
ﬂwaxﬁamﬁzve :
i - gay period
| Intermeffluem: , BRI
lumzmunms IR . ST D
..mas S s uangn | 1ésﬁq/1 - 315 ibs/day 148 kg/day
_ “solids o 130 mfl 1%5 mgfl 325‘1bs/day: 148 kg/day
ni Fecal [T v .
. -coliform . 200/100ml émyﬁﬁcﬂ& - -
o 6t Satall timss : o
Final efflusnt |
- limitationss .
o imotea) - S0mg/l ‘ S0 mg/l ' 125 lbs/day 56.7 kg/day -
Suspended - ol : o _
solids. - 25 my/l ST B mgfl 63 lbs/day 28.6 kg/day
Fecal . SRR o ‘
: cﬂiﬂnm, 2007100 w1l é&%ﬂﬁ%a& S N -
o pH e 6 ﬁoS?aﬂ‘au.tJ%s : . S
Dissolved |
‘oxygen u&nnnxncﬁ 51$yQ.at all'tmﬁﬁ

' ?}’VaBE}—ﬁxﬁﬁ& isa SﬁﬁﬁPuExEEﬁ anmr-that.zs more strgngent ﬁﬂmxaﬂo».

9~5CGmpllance scheﬁule

S By June 13, 1975, the anthc:;ty was requ*red to submit
- to region III a compliance schedule to meet the 1977
'requlrements.~ .

S The autberzty applxed for -a redera? ‘construction grant
“to upgrade itz plant to meet permit reguirements. The

f« project wag ranked 149 on the Pennsylvania fiscal year 18%7¢%
“project priority list. Federal funding:was not adeguate to .

reach this project, because the available funds covered only
“the £irst 58 projects. tentative przor; ty list for fiscal
year 1976 indicates this pzo;ect again may not be Lunded
because it is ranked too &ow.

_MunlClpalltxAp camments

An auther*ty off$c131 tolé us on May 13, 75, that it
did not plan te:take any additional action to meet the permit
requirements. for July 1, 1977,‘unt11 it recelved a Federal
‘ ccnstructxon grant .
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" " EXAMPLE NO. $--FIVE-YEAR PERMIT COMPLIANCE -
 PROBABLE ALTROUGH FEDERAL GRANT WAS DELAYED

The area 301nt sewer'auuhorlty, lacated in Pennsylvanza,u

_operates a 1.0 million gallcrs a day primary treatment plant.
The au“horlty applied for a permit for its present plant on
April 19, 19/3. Region III issued a S-year NPDES permit on

“ January 30, 1974. The authority is under orders by the State

. to upgrade to secondary treatment and plans to do this by
i ccnstructxng a new plant and phaszng out the present plant.

: The autho ity applled for Feceral: construction grant

" funds to bu&ld a2 new treatment plant. The State Department

" of Environmental Resources certified the project to region .
III on April 23, 1973. ‘The pro:ect was -included on the
Pennsylvania fiscal year 1974 pricority list and surficient
Federal. funds were avallable to fund this project. However; .

“it was June 5, 1975, before region III app;ovea the pro;ect
and made a grant oxfer to the autnor:ty.

S The pro;ect could nct be funaed until EPA approved the
© State's pro]ect prlorlty list for fiscal year 1974. Such
'»approval was not giver until January 1974.. The project was
 rfurther delayed because of the need to resolve a desion -

- capacity guestion for the proposed treatment plant and to
cbhtain agreenents between the authority and adjacent
vCQﬁmﬂnl;leS which plan :o use the new plant.

? Effluent llmltatlons

,_ The authorlty was: only ¢equu‘ed tc malntaln at least
: thelr present level of effluent quality. Region III,

- however, did not know the quality of the effluent, because .

“-nformatlon on - the perm;t apg;zcatlon was. 1nadequate.

The pzlmary treatﬂeLt piant was tc stop dlscharglng
'effluent as soon as. po:sxnle but .not la ter than July 1, 1877.

: Cowgllance schedule

Reglon 111 gave the authorlty 6 mon*hs to submit a’
compliance’ schedule showing construction-time frames for
~the new plant. The schedule was not submlttna. however,
because the authority contended a realistic schedule could
§not be developed: until it received a Federal construction -
“.grant. Reglon 1II's Enforcement Division referred the
- authority's failure to submit the compliance schedule to
+1ts Legal Branch but no legal action was taken.

© APPENDIX III
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i ~pexm1t §rc§zum cffxcia tc‘d us th@ petmxt

o was actual;y anenfo*ceable because {1} it did nc.-contain

- specific interim effluent: langat¢ons and (2) a . realistic -

',;.comnlxaﬁce scheﬁul= could not be established until.a Federal
. grant was made. Region III offered 2 constructicn grant to

s ther authcrlty on June 5, 1975, and planned to reissue.-the

' zjvpermlt to include specific interim effluenu 11m*tatleas anﬁ
G a reallstlc comp?lance scheum‘e.,\i .

5 'Autho ltg comments i

‘ “an authcrlty r@pre=entatxve told us that since a con-
x~._;structxen grant has been awarded the authority shouid be -
'ﬁr}gable to construct the new treatment plant by Jaly l 197?.,

'"-?Emm,s m. 1e~«mxsmc somm PERMIT

e The munlcxpal authorlty. locate& in- ?enayylvanxag ,
foperated a 2.0 million gallons a. day primary treatment plant.
‘The authority applied for a permit on March 21, 1974, and

" region 111 issued a 5-year permit on August 28, 1874. The

. "permit required the autharlty‘to achieve a h¢gh9r than
'jv,g‘secoﬁdary 1eve1 of treatmen y March al, 1975, »

Vi};EfflLent llmltatlons "'

i " The permlt prescrxbed the Eollowan lnterlm and fznai
e f‘luunt llmltatlons.. ‘ . _ : ) .o

awenaﬁaeffhﬁmt i Ammz@é’éﬁﬂhmﬁts'“
‘concantrations ”Va' S loadings :

e = secutive j-comsecutive 30-comsecciive -
Cﬁnﬁztamunnc 2 dﬁ?i§ﬂiﬁﬁ G@YE*ﬂiﬁﬁ ';7VV-§§XJ§33512‘

(Vifﬁnnzmnnemfhxmt e ,,“;g*- g__*- O e

R Bm— 0 @SmA o B 1,630 ey T34 ky/dey
O R Suspended e e A = 4
o isolids: . esmy/l Y 98my/l o 1,630 lbs/day 734 kofday
. coliform  200/100ml. | 4Q0/I00RL . o= G -
P 6t %atalldmes 0 o

" Final effiuent
. limitaticns¢

}ms = . Wm0 20mg/L - 500 lbs/day 227 kg/day |
solids 20 mg/l 20 mgfY 500 lbs/day 227 kg/day
Fech coh.fcm 200/100 ml - 400/100 3 - - . -
',pﬁ , 6to€3atal_tnm5 :

e L .';7,,_ . i 81 :
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_ APPENDIX III

i Comallance schg?ule o

: The authorlty was awarded. a,Federal censtructzon gzant

>dn Bugust 28, 1972, to upgrade their primary treatment plant.

Construction was in process when the permit was 1ssned and

'tvathe follawzng compliance schedule was contained in the perm:t.

Begln,constructlon L ‘j"'} Septembcr 30, 1974
Cocmplete construction U Decemb=r 3L, 1%74:

Attaxn fxnal llmluatlons T ‘March 31, 1975

75Adhe rence to parmlt«aonﬁltlcns

W= fourd ro evxdenca that ‘the autharlty had norified -

,‘kegxon I1II as to whether the final limitations had been
. —achieved, as required. The first discharge monitoring report
- which would show the upgraded plant performance compared to

“the permit- llmltatlons was not due untll aft@r we completed

our revxew.;

‘un1c1palltv s comment s

The consultlng engzneer of the munlclpal aathorlty told

_us that construction was c¢ompleted and the new plant had been
_cperatlonal since January ‘975 '

. B2
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e 0L . APPENDIX IV

GLOSSARY: OF " TERM

AND DEFINITIONS
oncnemlca’ oxygen dema“i A measure of the amount of
(BOD) ' .- oxycgen consumed in the bio-

log‘wal crocesses ‘that brcak
“down crganic matter in water.
Large amounts of orcanic waste
use: up largefamcunts of dis~
selved oxygen, thus the greater
the degree cf zollution, the
greater the BOD. Lo

I

o BODg - :  The amount of dissolved oxygen
, S K [ ' _ consured in 5 days by. biological
B R R o - processes breaking down Drganxc

matter in an srflueng.

Chemical oxygen demand A measure of the amount of
{CoD) SRR . o..ygen reguired to oxidize
SR TE ~organic and oxidizable inorganic
compounds in water.

. Dissolved oxygen - . The oxygen dissolved ‘in water
R RO P n ’ or sew~je.  Adequately -dis-
e [ o solved oxygen 'is necessary for

“tha life of fish and other
aguatic orgarisms and for the.
prevention of offensive odolrs.
‘Low dissolved oxygen .concen-
L - trations generally. zre due to
4o . .t discharge of excessive organic
JEEETHE IR ~ solids having high BOD the
. result of inadequate waste
treatment. 5 ‘

9]
s
5 .

Dissclved solids- _The total amcunt of dissclived
PR ‘ material, organic -and inorganic,
contained in water or wastes.

. Excessive dissolved: sclids make
water unpalatable feor drinkicg
and unsuitable for imdustrial
uses. :

Effluent limited - ' © Any segment of a water basin

where water guality Is meeting
and will continue toc meet
applicable wWater-gquality . -
standards: or where- the water

83
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;3Eff2uaﬂt liﬁmﬁﬁﬁ
e {centmﬁed}

;’59”'_f* ,'75Fecalrcoliform'b&¢terié

};kgfl_;:'
- mga

- mg/1
ml

- Organic

Phenols

*‘Settleableisolids;

Suspended solids

' APPENDIX IV

‘“ﬂqﬁaiity’éiiiﬁmeet'water~quality_
-standards after the application

of effivent limitations based

 -on best practicable control

technelcﬂy or 5ec0ndary treat=
ment. - -

'fA gro ;p of organisms common to

the ln*estlnal tracts of man
and animals. The- presence- of

fecal coliform bacteria in
.water is an indicateoxr of .

. potentially dangerous bacterial
contamlnatlon.,

pkxlogram.

|  k11egrams per liter.

mzllxon callons a cay.

mlllzgrams per lzter.

jﬁul}xllter,

Referring to or derived from

- living organisms; in chemistry -
aqy cempcurd containing carbon.

: A measure of the acidity or alka—
S linity - efwa material. pH is
- represented on-a scale of 0 to

14 with 7 representing a neutral .

" state, 0 representing the most
aczd .and’ 14 the wost alkaline.

A grcup of organic compounds
that in vexry ‘ow'concantrabxons

~produce a ‘taste and odor problem

in water. In higher concen-
trations, they are toxic to

aguatic life.

Bits of debris and fine matter
heavy enough to settle out of
waste hatpk. '

Small particles of solid pol»’

lutants inp sewage that contribute
to turbidity and that resist

separation by conventiornal means.

84
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APFENDIX IV . -

.+ 7otal suspended mon- . - -
. fileerable molids (TSS)

. Water quality segient

| APPENDIX IV

- Small particles of gollid
~pollutants in-sewage that
seontribute 'to turbidity and
“that resist separation by

conventional means.

A&’ segment of a water basin
where water gquality dees not

- meet applicable water guality

standards and/or is not expected

- to meet the standards even after

€

the application of effluvent ..
limitaticns based on best
practicable control technology
or secondary treatment.
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